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I. INTRODUCT4°N!

- The Study Committee, on Tuition and Other Student Costs wascreated-by the 'Board of Higher Education, .State of Illinois,
on Februar.Y 5, 1574 for the purpose of reviewing the role oftuibion in the financing of higher edtmation. n particblar,the Committee was directed to devise a plan fo maintainingcurrency between' instructional costs for un e graduate

students"
and tuition charges and to examine appropriate tuition Aiharge.s
for graduate and profespional studies. Although the Bo rd in'

mbe 1970 which states that .public sdnior uni-
versities

its action

v,
ber 4, 1973 reaffirmdd a preious' ypolic-adopted in Dece

versities should maintain tuition charges at a revel of one-'
.third of undergraduate instructional cost calculated on theappropriate system base, the Committde '.as granted flexibility
to re-,examine the appropriateness of this policy and to, con-
sider any aspect of the

tuition.questidn.
Early in its

deliberations, ,the Committee
recognized thatvarious constraints dad been placed on 'tS effectiveness by

.

4

limiting the charge solely 'to .the studapparent that the ability; of a'studeneducation encompasses many factors Whichrelated to tuition but .which may preventing higher education. Therefore, the 'CceMittee requested that
its charge be broadenedto include rIther_costs- that studentsmust 'assume in their erforts to obtain a

ed-ucation . As stated in
theBoard's'aCtion.of nay 7,,1974, the_

expanded chafge tothe Cpmriittee was as-follows:

tuition. It beqame-
inapce his or her

re not directly
student from eriXer-

"Be it resolved Tha he Board -of Higher Educationaffirm that the special:-Board Committee appointedat'the February 1974 meeting to.stody,tuition %poliy is not limited solely to consideration ofpolicies on-tuition for
public-tenior-iiniversities,but should consider all, aspects of. the coif tostudents of

accesste:,lifgher educatioh opportuiries,both"public and nonpublic. To reflect tho,broadcharge, the OpMmittee shall be Icnown,as--the StudyCommittee on Tuition and Other Stud&Lt Costs., TheCommittee may Make seplliaite
xecommendation's as.appropriate.and-from time

to"tiMeYOn.policies,relatito undergraduate
cosiS.and.opargds, grad-uate and

professional.proglr4-costs,,and charges,-.,etudent.f-inancidl aid,
differentiartuition and,chargds athong,programs and callipuses; and such non-financial dqtermimants of-"access:-as may be appro,priate to

fnnciaj,--ptilicy
recommqndations,Aneotherrelevant subjcotg::'. g,

O

. -

,
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In .the'fulillment of its charge, the'Committee reviewed the'
existing Board policy.regarding tuition rates at pliblic
universities to determine-whether-it was both appropriate
and seill.appiitable. The present Board policy clearly
states tha.0 "public senior universities should maintain
twition'cha4ges at a ..levq1 of one-third of instructional cost-
calculated.onthe'approptiate system base." 'she policy was
adopted by tht! Board'on December 1;. 1970 and was implemented

.Y oby all of Ae*governing board systems b§- the 197-73 academic
-year. Therefore, current tuition charges reflect this Board
policy with respect. to'tne 1968-69 Unit' Cost Study/ which was

'us'ed in determining inscructlional cost. In practice, "under--
.graduate" instructional cost, as defined by the-Unit Cost
Study Procedure, was used to calculate the appropriate
charges for unuergrzidllate and graduate students: This pro-
cedure yielded the current tuition charges in effect in all
systems ;ince the Fall of 1972, as'shown below:

.
,

System' . Resident,.'' Non-Resident

Board of Gdvernors $420 $1,266
BOard of Regents 404 1,065
Southern Illinois. University 429 I: 1,287
University of Illinois ...,

:Chicago Circkt Campus 495 1,485
Medical Cehter Campus 495-882 1,485-1,872
Urbana Campus 96 ,1,486

Since these tuition charges.were adorNed in the 1972-73
academic year, no changes have taken place to reflect the
increase in instructional costs which occurred,since this
period. The most recent Unit Cost Study,,1972-73, revealed
that undergraduate instructional costs by\system had increased
since 1968-69 by the following amounts: N\ . A

Board of Governors
*Board of Regents 28.6% ."

Southern Illinois University. 28.9%
University of Iftihois, / b%

Therefore, by,holdimg tuition constant, curiing this period, the
percentage, of instructional_costs" which -gtildents pay has de-
clined and'the additional cost ha .been assumed by the State.
It appeared to the Committee that 'either a mechanism must be
developed for maintaIningcurrency between tuition and in-
structional costs or,a,new tuition policy must be adopted.

-4,1

Although the adoption. 2f,a tuition policy Was one important
task of the Committee, anequally important consideration was
the designation of. equitable financial aid policies to assist.. .

students in thee payment- of college costs.. Therefore, federal

2



and state financial aid policies andtheir effect onfliinoiS
students wcrereviewed andZvarietis,cliarAges have 'been'rec-

omronded.

The Mortetary Awaxd Pregram of the Illinois S ate Scholarship .

Co:lois:lion (ISSC) ,has in acted a larger numb rsof Illinclis
students than any other' program. The financial aid pKograMs of
the States of N(.m1 York, PennsVlvania, and IllinaA ,alone account
for over .50 percent of.all the state dollars distributed for, x

financially students oven though these%stateS.havetonly a .

fifth of the-nation's pop11:1.ation. Illinois'algo ranks' among bhe
5 highest4states in aari winners' mean parentalcinco me, with &
tftean parental income of $,6,39 per, award winner.

. 1

Since its inception in 1958, the Illinois State Scholarship
Commision has distributed ,approxiwately.458,300 monetary awards:
to stui_lents in need of assistance in meeting college costs.
Recent changer in ISSC requirements, including aid to half-time .

students and independent 'students, extension of the application
deadline to October ,fifth-yearentitlement, increases in the
maxi 1m award to students in private institutions to-$,1,350, ..

and li ralizatiori of the needs analyses formula-, have resulted
in larg r numbers of students being served by this program. 11
recent ISSC survey of 1973-74 monetary'award winners revealed
that 54.3 percent of thp respondents would riot have been in
school full-time without ISSC aid and 34 percent, of the re-
spondents.indicated 'that acCeptance,of,anISISC award has -- t

reduced the need for excessive borrowing and eMpl,oymPnt while
.

in, school. Perhaps the most significant, change that...hAr;-*F- --
as a result of the ISSC Monetary Award Program2is the substantial
increase in the number df,lpwer income students being served ,by
higher educatibn., For iTlelancee during the period of 1969 to
19W3, the number of students, receiving ISSC award- from family
incomes below 4,10,000 increased from 9,268 in 196 to. 42403 in
1973, an *in9redse of 3622 percent. Even-though heTrecognition
of independent students increased the number o award winners in

.

the income range below $10,-0(10 by approxiMately-38:51_percerit
between 1969 and 1973, the increase in Access tohigher edz-,.

ucation for all lower income 'students during=thip period has

been substantial. . .

. ,.

Following a detailed review of present tuition and financial
aid-pokicies, the Committee, focused on recommended changes in
/policy and the implication of such policies on the costs to

students of access to,higher education opkiortunities. Thee

Committee affirmed its belief that an important goal 'of the 1

Board' of Higher Education, should tie'thg 'availability of /

educdtional.opportUnity witholli egard-to financial.
and. the elimination of-finanCial-barriers to higher education.".*
In order to obtain this goal, the ,obectives of.student choice,

, .

. 4
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student access, and student opportunity-must be mot, These
objectives assure students of the right to a postsecondary
education and freedom to choose the type of_institutiOn' '

libich best meebs their ne,QdS., "Sectici II and
paper summarize the ree.ommendati . of the Study Committee
on Tuition, and Other Student Costs, recommendations which the
Committee believe consistent with the goals and objectives.
set forth above.

II. TUITIOa

The responsibiliiy_forreeting-p6stsecondary educational Costs
is shared by the student, his or private donors,
and taxpayers tlirat411 variousTr6Vols-of government. This
pattern of financing teflects'thelphilosopily that education
benefits both the individual and society. As part of,its
review-'of the roi o tuition at public universities,.the
Committee identif teveral factors-which must be considered
in the development any tuition policy for publid 'univer-

-Among esfactors are the: '

1. Relatiennip of Tuition to Instruction-al Cost
2. Relationship. of Tuition. to Total Student Cost
3. Relationship Between Tuition at Public Uni-

versities and 'Private, Institutions
4. Relationship Between Tuition at Public Uni-
.Versities-Ond Community Colleges

5. Relationship BetWeen Tuiticin at Public Uni-
versities and Out-of-State Institutions

6. Relationship Between Student and Taxpayer_
Support of higher Education

After reviewing the factors which the Committee deemed impoi=--
tant in the setting of'a tuition policy for public universities,,,
an attempt was made, to list 'various tuition altOrnatives and
relate them.to tHe above considerations. Among the tuition
alternatives considered by. the Committee were the following:.

.

I. Full cost\prlcing, .

. 2. No tuition
.3. Differential tuition- charges by level of instrtction

.
4. Differential tuition charges between the undergraduate ,

,,and gradaate levels
5. A.dmi.fOrmluition policy for all public universities //;

0. based on a .percentage of the statewide.undergaduate
instruCtiona1,66st

6. Reaffirmaticih of present Board policy whereby tuition
charges be .maintained at a level,of-orie-third-bf the
Undergraduate instructional cost calculated on the
appropriate,wstem base

Ad /
1 I
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The fourth alternative, diffo-re tial ttitiOn ejlarges between

the undergraduate and graduate evels, i the regommendation
as adopted by the Committee. differential undergraduate and
graduate tuition policy' appeal d to the Committ6e,becatse#(1)
it recognized the high cost of graduate progr/ams,, (2)1,it're=

duced the wideni.ng-qap in tat subsidy tor-undergraduate and !
graduate students, and .(3) it was in keeping with the coh--
siderattons identified 'as necessary inpthe setting of a tui,tion

policy. In regard to an undergraduate tuition policy, the
Study .Committee on Tuitdon and Other Student Co6ts recommeeds;
to' the Fleardof:Higher Education:

.

"That tuition charges for rqsident; undergraduate .

students be filaintnined-at a'level pf one - -third .of unffe.r-:,,' r

graduate instructional cost calculated on the appropriate
system base. To this end, pUblfe university systehs '4,

should raise undergraduate tuitions appro5dmately onda
proportional annual basis so that the one-third policy,. -,r

will be 'fully implemented no later-than Fiscal 1980,----='---7--

provided that: . 1
/

. /

a. The Generil Assembly and Goverlf6r, 'increase funding,,-of

'the Illinois SVate Scholarship Commission's Monetary
Award Program and4pr-o-ther programs.,to-OffQet the ,

impact of any proposed tuition inckeaSeson financially
needy.stlitentp,' . . *

.,-

b. Full implementation of tNte one-third poliCy at any
one system does not result in undergraduatetuitipn
charges higher than undergraduate tuition charges at.,

the University of Illinois, and'
c. In the calculation of undergraduate instructional.

costs to determine.apkopri'te tuitionicharges,'new
institutions be excluded om the' calculations durin4 .

the:first ten years of o eration..

Furthermore( following f. 1 implethentation of the one-:

,third policy by Fiscal 980, tuition charges should be
updated annually and .p-plied in Board of 1-1.,10er'ed-gi .

ucation, budget.Ac endations routindlyliftereaitto,"

The recommendation a ve is similar to the present 'Board .

,polioy regarding.tuition hOWeVr,-stight alterations ,
-have been made to reflect changes w i .. curred since
the adoption of the present tuition policy in 197 . 'ince the'

adoption of, a tuition policy based .on the' 19.68-'69-dhit Cost

,Study, two new institutions) Sangamon"- State ald Governors
State, have been establighed. 'Instruct'iOnal costs.fornew and '.
developing institutions are pn the average.much'higher'than
for established tlistitutibns, 'If the,two-devoloping hIgh- ..

cost" institutions are,included in- the calculation of systap-,
wide- instructional costs for,determining.tuition charges,

higher tuition charges for the existin4 systems will result.,
. :.

,\ :

7
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In effort'to minimize the effect of establish g a new
insti tiOn on a system's aVerage'instractionalx ost, it is
recommended that thee trio institutions be exclOded from the
cal laticifi_of tuition for the first ten years of operation.

.

Ch es in enrollment patterns have also occurred since the
adoption of tMe tuition policy in 1970. Due to stabilizing.
or declining enrollmentswwithin systems,,, competition for
students has increased. In an effort to allay some fears
thA f6rther.enrollment,declines will occur as a result of

' the full implementation of the tuition pone is rec-
ommend --that .Upclergr4C.,..tate tui char , in 'Le other

systern 'not exceed those in -feet at e University of
'Illinois. , o.

An advantage of °stab irihi a tuition policy is that it
clearly-indi6ates what p .cent of the cost of instruction
'students are:expected pay if they are financially able to
d6 so. 4Altholl.gh th 0 is nothing philoSophically profound
'about the ono -ithir figure, this policy coupled with
adequate finahcial aid'programs provides a basis from which
students and, parents can opetptg in planning,the fibancing of
a college,education. The setting of a tuition policy also
elimins,the likelihood that indivIdual:systemS at4 in-
stitutions will recommend budget whereby students are
expected to_Contribilte an amount aboVe the maximum level
recommended, which could be an alternative financing plan if
the states' -share of tho cast df4higher education declined.
A one-third, tuition policy alsoleinforCes the-concept that
the cost-of higher education is a shared responSibility
between students and-taxpaS,ers. Although students would pay
i portion of the instructional cost, it,is not only a small
portion of -the full instructional cost but a Mich lower per- ,

centage of the total' educational and general expenses. incurred
in the_opekation of institutions.

In regard to a graduate tuition policy,the Study Committee
on Tuition and Other Student Costs recommends to the Board
of Higher Education;

'!That tuition charges for resident, graduate students
be maintained at a level of 1331/3 percent of the
resident, undergraduate tuition charge at each system.
To this end, public university systems should raise_
graduate tuitions to this level concurrently in
relationship to increases in'undergraduate tuition

.° charges."

The recommended graduate tuition policy clearly establishes'
the principle that the MQ5:0 advanced( the ]revel of education,
the greater t1 cost should be to the student. The Copmittee

.1
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asseizterl that the Student's financial- share should in-
crease as,-he_on'she moves into more advanced levels 6f ed-
tication where the goal is not merelyoiChieving basid skills
but gaining access to higher-paying, professional 1'6791 jobs.
A gradlwite tuition policy" also affirms the fact that in.:
structional cost's rise sharply as students advance as a
tomparjson of undergraduate and gradbate instructional costs
by system, based on the 1971-73 Unit Cost. Study reveals:

System
- .

.Undergraduat Graduate
Instructional Cost Instructional Cost

-.Boar Governors .

Board of Regents .

Southern Illinois University
University of Illinois ____ -,

.

$1,464 $2,686
,1,488 4,235
1,661 4,901

.1,590 ' 4,206

Recommending graauate tuitions at a ltvel of 133 1A3 percent
of the resident, undergraduate tuition charge is not and
cannot be a-precise means of measlring individual and societal
igeneflts of advanced levels of education.' Various a4ernatives
were considered in arriving at _this nUmbe. The nut Der chosen,,/-
133 10 percent, reflects the Committee's belief, at graduate'
students should pay tuition at a level Of one-third above that
of undergraduate students. ,

, \
.

The iecommended tuition policies call for/irinual updating of
costs and full implementation by no late
No attempt has been made to estimate wh
costs by system will be, in Fiscal 198

- recent Unit Cost Study,-1972-73, we
tuition charges would be in effec

System

Boardof Governors .
.-

,Board of Regents _..
Selithern Illinois University
,University of I linois,-

than Fiscal 1980.
t the instructional

. However, if the most
iused, the f011owing-

by Fiscal 1%80:

Undergraduate
Tuition.
Charge

$488
496
30

530

A previous Board/policy adopted in December, 1970 stated
that "non-resident tuition be maintained at.a level of,A00
percent of the instructional cost-base." Non-reSident tuition
charges in other States were reviewed and.determined to be
substantially higher than resident tuition charges, approx-
imating75 to 100 percent of instructional cost.- Therefore,
the Study C9mmittee on T4itioli And Other Student Costs rec-

'Graduate
Tuition
Charge

$650
660-
707
707

ommenils. to-the Board of-111§her Education:

"That tuition charges_ for ,ion-restddnt, undergraduate -

/

'students be maintained at a'level ofsfull instructional
J-
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cost calculated. ,on the arpropriats_syStem base and
tuition charges' for n,qh-resrident-%'graduate students be
maintained at a le of 131 1/3 pbrcentof-the non-

0 resident, under dugte tuition charge at each system.
Furthermore, i rvconionded that tM Board of
Higher, Education Sider entering into reciprocal
tuition ;igreements With other states if such agreepents
prove t, be fiscally sound."
0 -

Based on the F411, 1973 Board of Higher EducatiokEnrollmnt,
Survey, a non-resident tuition policy will affect ,only 9,487/
students in public nnivelsities::. piscouritinq the number of
non-resident students receiving institutional.waivers, it *,

appears that fewer than 4,000 students paid non-resident
.

tuition in 1973.

The proposed nonresident tuition policy requites_ the' same
methodology for imOementa-cion_as theresident tuition policy:
Although no attemp was made to estimate what the instructional
costs will. be by Fiscal '1980, if the.1972-73 Unit -Cost Stud,
were-used to calculate instructional costs,-the following
resident tuition charges would be in effect by Fiscal 1980:

System

'Board of Governor's- ,,,

Board of ,Regents
Southern- Illinois University
University of Illinois

Non-resident
Undergraduate
Tuition Charge

$1,464

1,590
1,590

Non-resident
Graduate

Tuition Charge

$1,952
1,984
2,120
2,120

IllfriOts historically Alleen a net exporter of .students.
Based on the most recent jnati'onal data- available, Fall-1968,
81,039. stude s.left Illinois and.48,585 students entered

-Illinois to ttend a postsecondary institution for a net loss
'of...32;454 s udents. pile to the large number of Illinois
'students w o'ftligrate to surrounding states, Illinois has been -

asked to .nter into reCiprotal tuition agreements with other
'states. /ii.owver, the:COmmittee cautions the/Boar,dato only
consider'entering into reciprocal,tuition Agreements if'the "/4

benefits,of such an agreement fakror Illinbis as Well as the /
. \

other state involved. *

The Committee also revi9wed instructional costs.in'the pro-
"fessional-ducation pw'gramp- \Three hOh-cost programs were
identif/Ecid-tor furbhee,:4udy. tihese'programs were'medicine,
derktistryKna veterinary' tedictne- nce all three of-the;pro7
gr_4146- aiped to the health prof.essi ns.,-,tht-Committee requested
the health Education Commission to kPiore the cost and ,benefits
of) the programs and rc oMMOIdAppr,priate level 1,,of tuition for'., . .

ti

I

1 Li

ti



7(

dp 4

,

'those program. A - report of the Health EdxCation Commission
. .

... ,

earofu'lly.putlA led the financial commitmont of tle State of
1j.linaij2.-4.6 h.a th exp*ansion, costs of ,health firo essionS. ed-

ucat.i. )c I' Ili to the, State on a-per ,student bas s, ho

4, stdoent!-: finance their educati6n, nationwide
tui ionl- Niels, '

,

rnaneial aid available to students inAthe healt -ofessions,
and the meLn'incurte 'of-physicians, dentists, 'and vet 4nariahs.

. .

- Based on the cost of. the educational programs in medidtne,'
dentistry, and;veterinary medi,cine.and the, rate of returri,om
theestusient's,investment, the Health Edue.,,
recommended a, tuition increase. However, in te1/4-omMen in a

tuition invrease,, the- Commission warned that cognizarl 01ust Be
taken of the fmnact-on the student who,*for whatever- easons,
may be closed out of an ,opportunity. for a ental or -
veterinary Medic1ine education due to the added fi ncial burden.
More specifically, the- Health Education Commis 1 recommends
and the Study Committce on Tuitiori and Othet dent Cpst.S.

concUrs:

4

t
"That .he Board of .Higher Educatio r commend.to the
approPriate governing boards that t,ition levelsfor
public schools-of medicine, den /6:py, and veterinary
mediOne,be sVt at the followi g/academic'year fates
in Fiscal Year 1977 and-adju ed in proportion to the
undetgraduate tuition'increa s 'thereafter; t

,Medicine
Dentistry.
VeterinarytMedici

A final' recommendation
Other Student.Costs r
policy is as follow

$1,250
900

e 750 ,

the Study Nemittee on Tuition, and
arding implementation of a tUition

. .

..
.

"That any pr os tuition increase be announced
.

.
by the'indi idual goIetning boards' A° later-than.
the date of the required budget submission to
the Board/otAigher Education in order toprovyde
studentsVithSufficient opportunities to explore
variou 'earls( of financing the additional cost-."

The impetus for' this recommendati
students andfor*gheir parents need

"
vas the realOation that
(iff.cie)4t time to plan

means of financin4'a college' 'uca -ion. A nine-to-twelve
_month period between annourfcement and 'im lementation of a
tuitikincreasc,'Contingeni,uponvlegislative and guber-
natorial...approval, would allow sufficient time to exploFe
various meafk's-of-f-i-tiilncing the additional cost including'

possible qualificatitn fo financial aid:-

r 1..
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/
ir MIT.TIWCOLLEGE COSTS

Th ahility^ito meet:, co lege costs is of primary concern to
students and/or z.b.e-d parents in She decisibon to attend a- post-
spcontl4ry institution.. College -costs are defined as the pay- .-ment of tuition;Jees, roem and board, -and other-miscellaneoUs.expenses. The Co-qmittec_cecognized that College costs asdefined akove means represent the aggregAtc co ofobtaining a' post ry education, however, it iq h se

.costslwhidll ntudents. Q c expected to codtribute tow rds their- -cdncation and living:expenses. Although the,absolute dollar'amOunt requared from students and/or their families in meetingCollege/costs was giyen considerable attehtion by the Com-
mittee.,' a 'mo,e critical consideration was the way this burdenis distributed among students and/or their families, whoseabiAity to mciet educational and living expenses varies enormously.
The Committee, In reviewing hOw Students finance college costs_',and the manner in which costs are distributed, recognized astrong need for, viable financial aid programs Oliqh,distributefinancial aid to students who without'assistance would not be

////s ,And federal financial aid policies were carefully.scrutinizeff
, .

able to attend a postsecondary institution. Therefore, state

to determine their effect -on Illinois. students. _A total of
eleven,resommendatiOnsdesigned'to improve existing financial.
aid-proarams follow.

4

Of major concern to the Committee Cifs the inaccessibility of thenIllinois Guaranteed Loan Program to students. BecauSe funds aremade, available by .priV.ate lenders, '_lower income and minority
students mayInot b e"ived'under this prograM if-lenders con-: Sdder,them a bad-x , Wisth,the'prime interest rateNon other' loans fIuctuatin§,b /gen And 12 percent annually, some lend-,ers have been unwill td loan'mOney to any students under 'the.Illinois Guaranteed an Program at a 7 percent interest rate,even with additional.,tederal Subsidies between 1 1/2'' and 3percent. The inability df some'studentst btain loans underpresent market conditions prompted the Gen Assembly to re-,quest that ISSC conduct a feasibility-study on state serving-as'a*direct lender to studentt: The results f the SSC
feasibility study Should be, available in Ma 1975.

'

AM .The - Committee considered it critical at' loans be made van-

.,

1! able to students who need them:- In light,of the reco dationcaliing'for a substantiakinckease in graduate.tuitiOns, theComtittee felt strongly that roSns must lzie available in par-ticular to graduate students` to assist them'im financing 'their*education. the feasibilityNtudy onldirect Stat@ lending.
conductea,by ISSC proves that direct st4e'lendbfg is both
fisc;illy prudent and canopen up the lo4n marketp additional
.students,-the Committee would be gendrally y-supportive of 'its: implementation; TheA.V0Umittee would ree,7end:,

IMO

. .
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"That the Illinois State 0 o.a shiz Commission biin4
an r recomwendations concerns q he implementation bf -

'a dirQct.skate lending program before the Boaid of
Highor_Education for its_ information. Until such
time as, aofea'sibility study on direct state lending is
comi:leted by the Illinois State Scholarship Com-
mission, the Board of Higher ducation regards con-
tinuation of the present Illinois Guaranteed Loan
Program, with possible modification; aS-an ongoing
source of funds for students in need of loans. An
effort should .also he made to widcn;participation by
a:.:(litioni11 lending institutions.",

In oplr to assure students of the availbility of educational'
opporLunity Without regprd to financial 'wtatus, the Cbrnmittecy,
set amny its highest priorities the following recommendaticin:

, .

°That the Illinois institutions of highereducationf,"
their governing boards and the Board of Righek td-7/
ucation give higher funding pribrity to the op-
eration of student financial aid, counseli4, d .

employment cff ices in an effort to-increase\t eir
'::,: services to students in need of'financial'aist=

,- ,an3e, to increase their share of federal ap10'.'
2state.student aid resources presently available,
and to honor their commitment to access

' eetiCation.1.; '\

,
.

' ..TO this ent4 theSBogrd-of\Higher Ed catiOn-shoUld --
, .

,..-recolipend a.one,--time $25;,000 alto tion_fOr the'.
imple4,antation in' all public uni ersities of the%:
'computlwr-assisted financialai management'systeni.,
develpiipd at illinois,State iversity." .:

'

'the Com,pitt owas.appalled at. e lack of information avails
able from f aricial allk, off i s concerning the number of...,

N .. r receiving .

StUdente,yrequetingand receiving aid and the economic prOfiW -.*
of,stUdents.being served," The Committee realized thatiin-order:s:
te-;rectify" thissituatiOn_the cooperation-of the Board,cif. ''

HighefEdUcationand-indiVidual inttitutiOns_and,their govern-
'. ;ing-:boaXdust',b4. solicited. TherefOce,sjt was recommended,.

thata copOuter-assisted' kinanciaI*44d mana4ement system be.
impldMented41:cachpublic,univerSity, with the cost pf-
documontat'ion,j,and trakriing'necesc-ary to\ impleMent the system
1peing borne. bythe Sta'e of \III'nois through the hoard at.

higher

Nigher,\Ediication, . '
, , ss

1, N'

The 'benefits A.,Suah a'ipyStem are nitmerous.':4?oremost,%Inore -

.stUdOlts Could be',seFveCif fjnftn eeiaiaioffices used computer-
assisted financi4'aid miniagelint*steMS.Presebtly, the appli-,

. cation whiCh suacotS,c,:are 'rottuiied sto submit" is processed manually
as is the puq4ii.n4Aofs.kipairck41 4c1:, Under a computer-assisted
-system, these inks 'opiiltrbit.'handlec)..,,bk the 'Computer, thus frcc

1.4 -.
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ingstaff time for Meeting 1.4.1,th individual4skudeht and _ping
them slve ,any problems tify arc having in seeking' ss4 cc.
As problems are solved,-more and more students cot' be served
by the financial aid.ofjiee.,,PT freeing' staff fro the ulmana
activities which'.th arc presently required to perform,,thu"
import:ut role.ot counseling could be performed more adequately'..
The Co:A:tittea recognized,thePlarge need for financial aid
coufteling of individu,a'stUdents,with spedial problems and those
seeking placement inbn-campus and off-campus-jobs.

a

Ahoth-.:2r benefit of -a cbmputer-assisted financial aid Kanage-
ment system is` that through thetdoeurf:entation of. empirical data,
institutions Should be able to rk:eiva additionM_ federal funds
for student aid. ..The-application'whibh'instktutions must file/
for reuesting funding under the Supplemental 'Educational
Opportl.nity Grant, College ork-gtudv; and' National Dii-ect
Studer. il Loan programs requires verification'of the financial
need of the student body. A computer-assisted system can'
documeht student need buintegrating the files 01 students
presently.receiving.aid; Illihois State Uniyersity, through the
use of their- financial aid System, has consiatently b6en able'

p 1.J11-o increase its- shard ok-!,federal funding for'studat aid pro-
Mrams, most. other institutions have shown a decline in
the level of fedecal. funding for student aid prog.ramS-. Another
laimefit. of the implementation-of e computer-assisted financial-
aid management system 'would be that the Board of Higher Ed-
tcation would- have empirical data ayailable in reviewing the
need for additional financial'aid.

, 4 .

The Colamittde.-also encouraged continuation,of the effots_begun
, by this Committee and preyious Committees in the development of
information relatcd to total student cost and financial aid- pro-
grams and the -impact that arranges in either,grba will have on
past policy deCisions. To this exd; the Study Committee on-
Tuitionvand OtherApudent Costs recommends' to the Board of '.-.

,Higher Ecication:' r 1*
,. *

"That the Board of Higher Education ;continue its efforts-
to develop a comprehenAi4e=da.t4-base for all sectors of
Ilainois- higher education son information renting to
totak-student-.Cost,tuition and fees, and finandial aid

iprograms in order to.:monitor: - . e . .-,

- ..
,..

ia. oilangcs in 4ederal-and'State financial aid policies. - .:,
.

.and their pdtential Or. actual impact on,erirollments
and the students' ability't9 inert college costs.;

b. changes 'in.the.unmct*student cost :between and .within
'the public and kivate-sectors ofohigher education,'

c. the impact of tuition, increases on enrollments ,.
..

'.`.
and requ4ng-changes in :.the dfstribution of: ,

ev studqntfalitly inedma,..iind . ..
.

d.alotellatOons'in.the ifinduglicated heideobnt of fi.,...
nencialacd rA .61 kilts within andmdliq -Ow various

. .

r sciptorg of 1p r cdusatiph.- ,

16 O.. ,
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This; information is tci)Je collected throw 1 the ADnual
Einan'cialAids Survey and eportpublishe by the Board,
state and federal reports,"cinq any surv.e instruments
_deemd nneceuF;aky by the Board-staff.- !Th "WIRrmation
will be prAcnted to flie BOtrd in an An import for
their conSidcration."

Zn an effort to assist in the expansion. of pportunities for
students-seekiIN'financiakasstistance, the -tuetiCefilmittee on
Tdition itnd Other Stud6nt Costs recommend :

"ThaLthe Board'of Higher Education, ilrge the p(i..
Assembly and GovernOr to'vigorouslyAupport expansi
of the federallv-funded B sic EducaLional,000brtunity

. Grant and College Woa7;,,,tudy kogriMs.6 A'

These two pr'ograir:s were .highlighted by the Committee due to the
belief -that these piograms are most likely to have 4,Iong-
range impact on undergraduate students needing assistance -in
the payment Of college,costs. The Basic Educatiohal Opportunity
Grant program ( designed to provide needy undergraduate
students with a poximum_entitlement of.$1,400 per year, allows
students.an'o =,,rtunity to attend aepostsecondary institution
.as' well 'as choice of the type of, institution to attends 'The

. ollege rk-Study, proiraM,(CWS) provides employment funds for
wer ncome students'in'order to help them meet the student-.

contribution of one:fourth of college costs expected of them.
If is expected' that once the BEOG program is fullylfunded, a
number of.other federally fukded student assistance programs

:_,1Which.afe institutionally based will-be elminated-. HoweVer;
the consensut of the Committee was that-the College, Wor)c - .

-,Study program must be preserired,since_it. is the only roans' by'
which many-,lower income students can'earn moneyto'mee the

.,expected student contribution.

Although the Committee believes that the State's practice of
".awarding'undergraduate tuition 'and 'fee grantS to needy students

should be continued, it felt,that.tho.federal government' should
assume the responsibilityb1 providing funds to needy students-
for the Taymelit of other college costs. This belief is based
primarily on-immeiate and long-range returns which the fed!-
oral government gains throug4.its investment 'in Students
needing assistance via the incometax-structure. The. mean
income of a male college graduate 18 grid older in Illinois
excedds that:ot "a male high school graduate by approximately :
.$5,.362 and the federal- intorno tax which a college graduate pays.
,exbpodS-that of a high:school gradudteby approximately $1,185
per year. Even paotiqh mean income is dependent upon age and
exppacnce bases,-it is clear that 'the federargovern-,

,Tmtent would'freceive a full return on its investment in a relatively
short period of time.

1



.Alfhough the Committee regards the role of the Federal overn-
ment in the distiihution of financial aid as crucia ft

recognize the important role which the State of I inois has
Played in the, distribution.fo finandial aid via turtion and_ fee -

grants and waiers,.employment,'and roans. After a; careful-

. review _of existing programs, thr Committee recommended:

"That financial need should be-the:controlling element
in'thC aistribution of .state-appropriated funds flar
.studant aid to undergraduate students in all sectors
of Illinois hIghcr.education( To-this end, it is rcc-
ommended_that thc. non-needs based Genegal :.6sembly
Scholarships ba eliminated.

The Il4nois State Scholarship-C
the rajor responibilit,y fcr the di_ _stddent
aid baSed on need. It is recommended that, any future
increases 3.11--Tre-ease funded
4y4LaState be administered by the I 'Wait State Scholar-

. Ship COMMii-Eiion. It is .further recommen that the
-.. tate Scholarship CommisstOn,expand gibility

of applicants S-Seigrants by decreasing the el of
by' income range.n.

-_

expected family-COntri

This rc nmenqation.is consistent with recent trends at the
ftder'zil and state levels. whereby student grants-ate based on
need. Clearly the goal of "availability of educational
opportunit without regard to financicalatatualcannot, be
that without strong grant programs to, aid lower income students ..,---

in the payment of college"costs. Since the General Assembly
:-Scholarships die not with gUi

. non'
need's based and not intended primarily for lower income studeritt,

.thq Committee has recommended their elimination. i,
,

_Cognizance was also given to the need to alter the ISSCexpected
family contribution schedule wheneVer economic conditions ;

.necessitate its adjustment in order to Maintain .the availability
of educational opportunity to 41 Illinois citizens. In as much
as, presentTeconomic conditions have placed a, financial burden on
many, lower.and middle income famines, the Committee has rec-
ommended that the ISSC consider expanding the eligibility of
applicants for ISSC 'grants by, decreasing the level of expect-
ed family contribution by income range.

the goalwhich the Committee set forth in recommending the
elimination-of financial,barriers to higher education forompted

thOollowing'recommendation:

"That the present Board. policy limiting undervaduate
institutional waivers to two percent of the institution's
annual falL'full-time equivalent undergraduate enrollment
be closely monitored and strictly enforced throtigh

'budgetary measures by Fiscal 3977."

.17
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-Since a majoeity of the institutional waivers. f9rder4-raduate
, . . students'are-not based on need, a-Iim4tatipti-VI-twiSpartent is

consistent with the Board's efforto..-iiveep,,:hiin...neerds-based

awards to a minimum. Although ihst-itutIonn.waivers in some
'cases are awarded on the basis of_acOlemic ability o;;,t-alent,

CoMmittee feels that its strongel..t commitmilust be to
students who without ass4tance could,ottend an instdtution.

By recommeh<ting that financi:&14leed sho41dbe the controlling
elemen,i.n the distribution of-studeTitaid,4hb-Cowittee advised
that fhose_*lith-the.ability to pay Co1165e castb"should.daso.'

.'The-Conmittee in its daliberations.viewed non-r-.:payaPie assist-
ance.to jraduate sLudents from a much differpnt perspective
than. asf,istante to undergraduate studenfs."...;..TheoStudSr" committee -
on Tuitjon and'Other Student Costs re:COWends to the.Aoard'of_
1Ii4her Education:

"That the State of'Illinois not suppoFt, Aft this time,
any additional efforts to initiate any stAtOt grant
and tuition waiver programs for students a.the'
graduate level."

4,1, salt

'This recommendation is based:on_the belief that society benefits .

more from a broader segment; of it citizenry possessing an
undergraduate qducati,on..-than from a much n&rowerAggment
possessing a graduat e-education. For ihstiance, aaffission to
_graduate education.is based ih partp:if,nalt solely, oh a
students acaciemiomerit and requireniehts are more stringent
than at the'undergroduate level. Aid to graduat( students,

....,largely through federal funding, has been consistent with
admission policies.in-that grants are awarded.on the basis of
academie abil.itycrather than financial-heed. For instance,
many graduate students are selected to serve in junior faculty
positions or as.research_assi,stants based-on special aptitudes

or abilities%

Due to the special mission of graduate educatiw, the Committee

3 , felt that theresponsibility,which'the fedgLal.government'has
assumed in awarding fellowships and traineehips to'studenfs
in programs designed to'meet manpower need6 should be continued
and not dupiticated by the State. -The primary state-suppovted
aid programfor graduate stUdentssrp,Aile teaching and research
assistantships in public universities., The 'Committee recognized
the.valuable training and experience that gr.adukte students
receive through assistantships-and supported continuation of

these programs.

However, the Committee felt it would be inconsistent to expect
undergraduate, students to pay tuition and fee's-if they'are
financially able to do so and not expect thq,same from grad-
uatv*student's who are not performing a service to the
institutCD)n.. Therefore, it felt institutional waivers to

p
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graduate students 'not serving in.a.teaching or research
,capacity should be discontinuea. For graduate students not
receiving but-needing financial assistance, the Committee
recomi:!ends the use _ofleans for payment of college costW.sinee,
-the benefits wkie:h a studelit will recei,je .through increased'
ineobe from an advanced degree far exceeds the amount of loans-.

required.

Although the ComMittee commended the Illinois State ScholaisKip
Corlimision for its efforts in diStributing aid to financially
needy students, it also sought a means'of maximizing the
opportunities offered by 1SSC so that a, larger nvmber of current
and potential students could benefit. Thexefore, several ree-
ommend,-.1tions-and st;cigestions arc offered to ISSC ,as a means of

increasing accc:,s tohigher education: The Study Committee oni,
Tuition and Oth..1.1- Student. Costs recommends:.

"That the Illinois State- Scholarship Commiss'iOn
eliminate its- practice of 'distributing partial awards,
for tuition and fees in blocks bf $150, but rather
distribute. partial awards in an amount equal to the
total amount of, need shown according to the standard-
zed needs analysis formila."

Current ISSC practice is .such that if" student does not qualify
for a maximum award-full tuition and datory. fees. up to, a .

maximum of $1,350-his or her awardi.is,xounded down to the nearest
multiple of $150. For instance, if a student is eligible for
$.448, he or she 'would receive an award of, $300.. If a stated (*.

purpose'of the ISSC is to -"equalize educationaLopportunity by
-removi;Ig financial barriers to college," the Committee strongly
Teels,that a student meeting the minimum-requirements ofISSC
should be able to receive'e partial award equal to-the total
amount of need Calculatbd usinej the needs analysis ,form4a.

. .

,The Committee was also concerned that an increasing number of
MSC Monetary kokrd winners are not accepting their awar#.
For 'example; duiiNg 1973-74 90,22.4 aWards were announced, but
only 72,246 awards'or 80 percent were claime'd by-ebrolled
students. -The Committee believes that annual surveys could
provide information on'the adequacy of student::assistance
programs in providing access to higher educationyas well as
information on'hy approximately 20 _percent: of. the monetary .

award winners are not accepting their. awards,. TherefOre"7.,the::

Study Committee-on Tuition and Other Ztudent Costs recommends: .,

"That the Minors State Scholaralp Commission _

conduct a yearly survey of noni-acceptors ofMonetary
aWards in an effort to ev4Apate the prollraill and its

.success in the fulfillmentkof stated objectives."

. i

d
. -, . ., O.In' addition. to repayablq' an-non-repayable assistance pr tams,

student emp*ment) programs:prOv.ide an important, source, of .

, . .
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funds for" students in financing their e acct on. Although the
student employment officers_ in public un 'tics proposed
ineneasing on-,eamilus emp,loymen finida by appr .
million, the'Committec found little' justification for this, ,

proponal. With the exceptioji of the Coll eile Work-Study pro-
gram, atudent employment is not needs-babed and the incOme'levcIS
of 'students eirvloyed are not'available. It is impossible to
monitor the number of students employed:off-eafmus, however, it
is assumed that in the metropolftam areas, such as .Chicago,
these nui.lbers could bC-stlbstantial.. Due to the lact o data
available concoriiiqg thu need for additional state funding of '
student employnt, the CvalmitOe was hesitant is recommending.
any additional funds for. this purpose. However, individual
campus assessme4As of the need for aaditiOnal student emploptent
opportunities arc encouraged. Therefore, the Study Committee on '
,Tmition and Other Studenk:'Costs recommends:

"That student,employment programs be considered as
an important source of funds for studen'ts meeting'
college costs and ;their ContA4ion should ,be
encouraged. However, anY.expansion of StUdent_
employment programs requiring. additional funding,
should be incorporated 'and justified in .an
institution's annual budget submission:"

jtis noted that no recommendations regarding the maximum award
level or assistance to students in.private institutiat'efi;have
been made. .The Committee regarded these issues as morevl
aPprepriate.in the updating of the McConnell Commission Report.
However, 'in an effort to emphasize the importance wh1ch- the
Study Committee on Tuitiofi and Other Student Costs-places on
this issue, it recommends:

:-'"That.the Board of Higher Education direbt its
attention to the necessity, of increased state aid
to private institutions of higher education tcl
lessen the impact of inflation on heir costs, and.
help to assure their

a

IV- CONCLUSION

The rectimMendations containeA in. this report and summarized
below are set forth as aframework ih which to plan for:the
future as dollar resourcek available are matched against

.

the needs of students and institutions of higher education.
As.federal,aniteptate financial aid programs are altered,
Doa policy Pegarding tuition and financial aid must be

* eonti ually reassAsed to,determinc the potential impact
-%"-on St s .tolo need financiarassistance in attending
.possecond ry institutions. Thus', careful planning,_,
monitoring of program changes,. and the ability to adapt-.

kT
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to changing, conditioris must:prevail if the students of
Illinois are to be afforded postsecondary .educational
opportunities.

SUMARY OF RECOMMENU.WIONS
.

1.. That tuition charges for:resident, undervaduate students
be- maintained-at a-level:J:7f one---third qf undergraduate in-
structional cost calculated on the appiopriate system base.
To'thiS end, `public uni,yersi,ty systems shoo td raise under-.
gradvaLd-tuitions approximately on a proportional annual
basis so that tha one-third policy will be fully irblememted
no lager than Fiscal ipsa, providyd that:

a-..TheGeneral Assembly.and Governor increase funding of-
the Illinois State Scholarship Commission's Monetary
Award Program and/or other programs.to ffset the,
impact of anv proposed tuition iticreas on inancially
needy students,

b. Full implementation of the one -third po c at any
one system does not result in undergraduate .tion

. charges higher,than undergraduate tuition ch rgest,i
at' thp.Universitysof Illinois, and

0C, JnAche calculation of undergraduate instruct onal
costs-to determine appropriate tuition charg s,-new
institutions be excluded from he-calculations during
the first ten years of operation,-

Fui:thermors, following full implementation of the one-
, third policy by Fiscal 1900, tuition charges should -bi

updated annually and. applied in Board ,of Higher Ed-.
= ucation.budget recommendations routinely thereafter.

2:!' That tuition charges for resident, graduate students be
maintained at a level of 133 1/3. percent-of the resident,
undergraduate tuition charge at each syStem. To this end,'
public university systems sHould raise graduate tuitions'
to"this level concurrentlysid relationship to increases

, inundergradua'te tuition chargeq.

3. That the Board of Higher. Education recommend .to the
appropriate-governing boards that tuition levels,for-
publicschools of medicine, dentistry, and_veterinary
medicine .be'set'at the, following_ academic rates in
Figcal Year 1977 and adjusted in proportion to under-

< graduate tuition increases thereafter.

Medicine $1,250
Dentistry 900
Veterinary Medicinb 750

4.- That tuition charges for'non-resident, undergraduate,
gtudents be maintained at a level of funs instructional

, cost "calculated on the appropriate systm base and

t
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tuition.eflarties.0rrlonresIdqnt, geiduat18 stude nti be 't

,

maintained at-o' level Of 133,1/3 perpcnt'bf,th-C non-
.residents undergraduatc tuAtbn,charge'at each system. ,

,

Furthermoreit is recommendtfiat the Board cif Higher
Ediication,considAl'ente;yerng into reCiprocal tuition,
agreements.with'other

--.,

s uch agreement's

to be riscaily.4604., ,.t
.1

, \
. ,

5. That,anykilroposed tuition inqreae 6e' announcer by the
individual govexhing boards_ no 'later thahthe date of
the roquired'budget submissioa to the Bo kid of Higher
Educatiori in-order Lo provide, studetsw.tla'suffiaient
opportunity to exploi.q various means 9 4itancing the
additional-cost.

.
.

.

6. That4the.IllinOis State Scholarship Commission bring -any
recommendations goncerning the, implementation of a direct
state lbnding-progrAm before -the board of Higher Ed-
ucation for its information. -Until such time as a
Feasibility study 611 direct state lending is Completed by
_the Iffinoi.s State Scholarship tommi,dsion, the Board of
_Hiqber Education regdrds.continuationof-the present
Illinois'Guaranteed Loan Program,. with peAsible mbd-
ification, as an' one sou' ce of fund for students in
need of loans. An effort shotild-also'be-made.to widen
participation by additional-lending institutiOns.

7. That the, Illinois institetionsof-higher education, their
governing boards and the Board of Higher- Education give
higher funding pricirity to, the oiaerationof.student finan-
cial aid, counseling, and emplqment eiffices in an effort
to increase their services to students in need of fiwan-
ciai assistance, to increase their share of federal-and
state student ali.d-resources presently, available, and to
.honer their commitAent:to access to higher education.

To this end,' the Board of Higher Education should recommend
a one-time-$25,000 allocation for-the implementation' in
all .public bniversitie§ of the' compUter.;-assisted Financial
aid management system developed at rilinois State Univery(

sity.
- -

. ./--
.

.
,----,,

Q-r---That the Board of Higher Education continue its efforts,te-
develdp a comprehensive data-base fot all sectors of
Illinois 'higher education on informatiOn.relatitg to teatal
student cost, tuition and 0.es,and financial aid- programs

,..
._. - -

in order to monitor: . , --- L

a. changes in federal and state financial a4d,policiet and
their potential or actual imptct,on.enrollments and the'

students' ab ity to aimeet- college ,cos-et,
,

b% changes in the-unthet.btudent coat between .and within .

the public'and Private secfpi- of,higher education,.

Tr'
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'c. the :impact' of tuition i caSep on enrollments 'and
re su 1;ti ng changes:, in the distribution. of student's
by family income, ;:ind

d :' alter4ions in the unAtiPliCaterd headcount of 'firi6ncial
aid recipients wi thin and among t-hQ various. Sectors of
higher_ _educa t

This, informatiOn is to. be collected througli the Annual
e! Financial Aids -9,trvey and Report publishe& by the Board,.
state alld fcdoral reports, and any survey instruments

'1 41comed.necesary by the, Board staff . The informatilT,
' Oil I be preqcnted to the Board in an Annual Report for

- thei--rconsideration.

fN

. Tha-t the, Bo nd of piclher EdUc6tion:urge the General
AsseNibly and Covetnoi- to vigorously support expansion
of the federally-funded Basic_ Educational Opportunity
Crank_ 'and. College Work-Study progratA..

0 . That financial- need should be the pontralliqg element
in'_the_distribution of state-appropriated funds for
student. aid to undergraduate students- in all -5!49_tors of

higher education. To this, end, it iSPreC-.
°ended' that the non-needs based:General -Ass,embll Schol-
arships be _eliminated.

-T-h Illinois State Scholars-hap Commission 'has incurred
the major responsibility for the distribution of student
aid based on need. It is 'recommended that. any .future'
inter cases -. in needs -based financial' aid programs funded by -

the State be administered by the Illinois State Scho-
arship Commission. It is futther recommendeaLthat the
Illinois State' Scholarship COmmiispipn expand7TIgibiliXy.
of applicants for ISSC wants by -aackeasirig. the level of
expet410- family contribution' by income. range.

t
, .

.

11, ,,That the- present Board policy limiting undergraduat ins
/ stitutionalaivers to two percent of the institption!sy

annual fall full-time-.eguivalejit undergraduate, enroll,
rent lie e;osely monitored and strictly .enfOreed thrOugh
budgctiary measures by Fiscal 1977.

. .
12. -_,That thei State, or Illinoid not support, i-at ,th4 tiMe , any

. _
adaltional efforts ,tó nttiatd ,ArlY student grant and '

tuition waiver''progrAmS fo -students at- -the graduate
level. _ ,

-

13. That the IllinoiS_Ztatc, Scholarship, Commission, eliminate
". its practice of distributihg partial awards for tuition .

and,' fees in. blocks .of t150, but ,rather distribute partial
41.rCIS in an amount 'equal to the total aMolInt of need /'

shown according to the, standhrdizod needs'lanalysii
formula:

, 2

t =3
,

20-
.
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1

ThoL the Illinois ;Loi-o Scholarship Commission conduct
a yearly sul:vey of.' non - acceptors of-manetary awakes in

,
all effort to evaluate the program and its success' in
the' fultillwmt of stated ob-jectives.

Ai
That student employment proCirams be considered as an
important souree'of funds for students in meeting college
costs and their continuation should be encotiYaged:
ever,, any expansion of stiicient employmCnt prograRis re-'
quiring'additienal.funding shpuld he incorporat6d And
justified j.n an institution's annual budget submission.

16. That the Board of Highdr.Education direct itsattontion
to the necl-!ssity of increased state aid to private in=
stitutions of higher eduation to lessen the impact of
inflation on their costs and help to assure their
viability.

tI

r
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a. qi. ,

PREFACE

- -

This docuMent was prepared to accompany. the Position Paper
of the Study Committee on_Tuition and Other-Student-Costa-________
Its purpose is to provide additional background-which re-
jates to the recommendations. Although this document
reflects the majority opinion-of the 'Committee, individual
Committee members may not support each positio or may
have employed different rationalefor supporti g the
recommendations than is contained inthe doc nt, .
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Study Committee on Tuition and Other,Student:COsts was
created by the Board of Higher Education, State of Illinois,
on February 5, ,1974 for the pffrpose of reviewing the 'role of

--tuition in the financing of higher education-.' In.articular,
the Committee was directed to devise a plan fo maintaining
currency between instructional costs for undergraduate
students and tuition charges and to examine appropriate
tuition charges for graduate and professional studies,. Al-
_thoughthe_Board in its action an DeceMber 4, 1973'keaffirmed-
a previous policy adopted in December, 1970 which stated that
public senior universities should maintain tuition chargeS at
a level of one third of undergraduate instructional cast cal-
culated on the appropriate System base, the Committee was
granted flexibility to re- examine the appropriateness of this

policy and consider any aspect of the tuition question.

.,arty- in its deliberations, the Committeerggognited that its
;charge ha* been narrowly defined. It bee e apparent that
e' the ahjaitY of a student to finance his r her education' en-,

compasses many factors which are not rectly related to /
- tuition but which may prevent a studenttfrom obtaining a post- .

secondaty edutatiop. Therefore, the CoAmittee requested that
its charge be broadene4 to include other costs that students
Must assume inth-e-ir-afftYttl-to obtain a postsecondary ed-
Ucation As stated in-t Board's action- of May 7, 1974, the
expanded charge to the Commi ee Wasas follows:

IS

*Be it''resolved.that.theBoar of Higher
affirm thatthat.the special Board Co ,iittee.appOinted
at theXequary.1974 meeting to stu
policy :is,no united solely to donside on of

..pot es n:'es on tuitiofo hiorunivers 'es,
but should consider all aspects of t e cos o
students of access,to higher education opportUnities,
both public4nd nonpublic To reflect the brad
.charge, the Committee shall'be 'known as the St
Committee on Tuition and-Other Student Costs. The
Committee may maWseparaterecommendations.at
appkbpriate,and froM time to'time on- ,policies,
relating eakundergradudie costs -and chargat., grad-

.

uate and professional program-costs and charges,
,student financial aid, differential ,tuitions' and
charges among programs and campuses, such ngln-
financial,determinantacof.acckss-as_may be
appropriate.to financial policy,recoMmendations
and other relevant subjects.".

In fulfilling this charge, the Committee solicited views4e--=,
garding.agcess to higher education durihg two ,publiC-hearings,

-
- -^.

S 3:3
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*ti

requested special analytical studies covering a wide ran§e'of-,
to ics, reviewed current national reports recommending _,_

. ,

s cif is tuition and financial aid plans, and sought .the view-
po nts and recommendatibns of' other state agencies involved in
th study of financing and access to _higher education. The
Committee and staff are deeply indebted to the staff pf the.
Illinois State SchoarstpeCamnisSion and Illinois.EcOnomic
and Fiscal Commission fOr their cooperation:and timely advice, '
and reports.ddring the Comm.ittee'i deliberati.Ons, as well as
individuals on various campdses who provided ingight into-the
operation'of financial aid offices. ,A more comk.lete listing
of the proceeM.ngs of the Study COmmittee oh .Tuition and.

....
Other' Student- Costs can be ToUnd in Appendix'A..

.

-
.-

Fol/-5Wing a. careful review of the major pbiuts addressed at
the public hearings, the Committee realized that Many of the
questions raised encompassed subjects that were either out-
side the control of the Board, demanded technical expertise,
or required study from a broaderperspective than the Charge-
to the COrQmittee allowed. For, instance, the technical ex--

. perti* of the Health Education ComMigsion of 9a;Board was
,sought in the'reiew of the role of tuition in the pro-
-: fesSion41programS-of medicine, dentistry, and Veterinary--
medic4ne.- Sihte the Committee's charge'was a br "'d one,
certain questions cOitMunity colliges,, rilate

-

in-
tUtiahs,-and proprietary-schbols will'be:addre edrn___-:-.

ommittees.and-studies-duririg the master Planning.pro-
I..

4 n 4

othe
cess.,

In the fulfill .-. at of :its charge -the Committee reviewed-the .

Wxisting poaeti.po regardimg'tuition rates at riublic .f-

universities-to deter e'whethert_thev were itill.-lapprqpiate. ,

This review consisted .of i Z.. 4 tifying .any'changing trends 'in -

.- higher education since the adop t ition policy in
__.' becember, .1970. The impact of such changes present ..

.holicy, was considered in ordei to determine - ether the'need
existed- for ttle_adoption;..of A-new-tuitipn.policy. Among the-

. changing trends in-- Illinois higher."education.identified-by
, ...

the Committee were the following:'

_ .

1. Movement. toward -epr.ollment. stabilization id'
some sectors. *, e

2.' A changing postsecondary student mrx.,
3. Priorities-regarding.federal support for

. *- 'postsecondary education.
-----4,Triorities regarding state support fpr higher .

ation. t
- _

k notable chap 'free the adoption. ofethe Board's tuition
-polite ism -3 0 has bben ovement toward enrollTent-itabi-

--,:=;Itration iii:soMe sectors. -A flected the.
increasein_acgess toiligher edu ation in- 7.21inoi,s dui ing

-.,

2.9
a



TABLE

ENROLLMENT TRITD DATA
On- Campus Headeount Degree CrediittErollments

Fall 1958 to Fall 1974 4/

punlic
Public Commumiity Private AllYear Universities Collc9es- Institutions Institutions

.1956 , 54,630- (100.-0) . 25,04
(2) (2)

(100.0) .100,314 (100.0) 180,798
i959 57,814 27,656 (107.7) 100,471 (100.2) 186,1411960 64,263 -(137.7) .11,'963 (123,6) 103,846 (1b3.5) .200,092
1961 70,921 (129.8) 18,022 (147.1) 107,885 ' (107:6) "21t,11,28*
1962 76,970 (140.9). 42,698 (165,2). I1-1 ;793 1111.4) 231,461.
1963 (154.9) 44,450 Wit.ey 114, 8792f,1114.4) 243,975
1964 '93,896 (171.9) 54.518 (203,..1) - 121,199 (120.8} 267;611
1965 306,404 (1,94:8) 62,253 (24($.8)._ 126,313', '(.25;9). 2e4,970
19,66 116,502 (213.3) 66,080 (255.6) ` 131,674 (131.3) . 314,256
1967 127,617 (233.6) 81,295 (314.4) '134,468 (1'34.1) 344,380
1968* 143,6;11 (262..9) 100,410 (388-4) , 134,188 (133.8). -378,209 '1969 155,490. (284.6)1 119,247 (461.2) . 133578 (133.2) 408,315,
197. 69,424 (310.1) 137,834 (533.1) -131,529 (131.1) 438,787
1971 :168,378 1300.2) 158,436 (612.8) 131,602 (131.2) o'458,418
1972 167-,"379 (306.4) 170,162 (658.2) - 128,832' 28-.41.(3. 466,3,67
1973 166,705 (3Q5.2)-' 196,278 (759:2) '129,8743 (129.5) 492,86111974 169,127 (309.67 2334069 (901,5) 133,217 -(132.8)

(1) Source'

Survey,

41

1.

(103,0
-0.00. -'
.(110.7)
(119.9)
4128.0)
(134.9) .

-t34$:014_
(163.2)
(173.01

(225.8)
(242.7)

(253.6)-
(258.0)

(296.1.)

.riorto 1973 is: Enrollment,in" Institutions of Higher Learning
Froehlich, G.J.i1973 and 1974 data is .from-EHE7Fall%Ertrol-linent..,._.___., ii - . - ,- ,. _

..,
(2) Number's in ( ) refer to umulative,, percentage

/

increases from
/
a

.

ti

30

3

41.

base year of 194,

:ofro.
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the past sixteen years has been, phenomenal. During the
period 1958 to 1974, on-campus headcount.degree credit'
enrollment in the collegiate sector has increased 196.1 per-
cent. Hoviever, most of this growth has occurred in the public
university and community college sectors while the enrollment
-growth in the private sector has shown a modest.32.8 percent
increase. While enrollments continue to grow in the public
community college sector, enrollments in the public university
and private sectors appear to be-stabilizing. Between Fall,
1970 and Fall, 1974, rollments in the public universityqp
sector have 'declined 0.5 percent and enrollments in- the
private sector have increased by 1.7 percent. If ,national pro-
jections for enrollment growth during the 1970's and 1980's
hold true for Illinois,. we can expect on-campus enrollments

-,tor increase during the 1970's,--but at a irate much recluced
from that-Of the'1960's.--During the l980's, on-campu
enrollments in the traditional' collegiate age group (18-21) ,

are likely, to decline, --

plany'factOrS'Apanitributed-to-:-the,eprollment-stabilization
_in..some_iectors. Imong-theSe are declining-birth rates arld--
__---a"_.Aiii7ili'z'ation-in--,thA,pelrciVase:ofithe traditional collegiate
age coup (18;-21) attending -pobtreCOfid-arirl-04tifilti-dhS:-"Table
2 repeals that total headcount" enrollment in.t4e collegiate

sebtor.0.apek-centage:ofthe,18721 year ola%populatiop inI1liii is he.isreMained:Sairlyr-Stable between fall, and
rail, ,41974increasing _.

points, up mixed or- differing enrollment `trends.
Mbile total headCbtintent014)ents in_the college sector as'a

_ ..pe_tberitage-of-theAt-41-'y'eat--old'iapillatiort:iii-Iliinois have
.stahiliied since Fall, 19710,-total enrollments since -that
p#X4od tiaVeificileased_by_42.5 percent. This ,phenomenon is
partially due o a: changing postsecondary .student mix. Al7
thoughllistoricaldata are not available forage,- 'race, and
sex of students enrolled In higher education,, many install-,
tions report an increase in the number of older persons,

. minorities and women enrolled. Sidce the 18-21 year old
population inaeased by 15.7 percent betwepn Fall, 1971 and
1973 andhigher,education enrollments increased by 19.0 per=
cent during this period, it is apparent' that an increasing
number of older perSons are'availing themselves of,post-

,

secondary opportunities.
* 4,

Another changing trend in Illinois-higher education aPAPar.R
to bb in the level of federal funding received for various
postsecondary education programs. It is recognized' that
chang4g national priorities have impacted and will continue

'to impact Illin8is higher education. For instance, the
.decline in federal dollars for institutionalprograms,'

capital projects, and graduate education has impacted a

R 1
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4.

nUmber of public and private institutions. On the other hand,
the reductions in.direct_institutional support have been .

accompanied by increases in federally-funded student based
financial aid -alms, The Committee was supportive-of-fed-'
eral efforts to assi needy students in _.'he- -payment of

college costs since t se_ prograns -provide needy-students
with opportunities -t a-postsecondary education which would

-f-nOt be-avail-zi.ble witho such assistance and allow for student'
choice,atong institutiona.

The Committee also considered whether there ate any changing
trends in ,state s ort for higheeducation. . Table 3 re-
flects increases-o' 563.5 percent n0 752.0 percent in total .

General Revenue Fu Expenditures and-Expenditure fof Op-
eration and Grantsfor higher education during the period of
Fiscal 1958 to 1975. It 'iq recognized that many. factors
have contributed to the significant growth in' expenditures

for higher education. Among these,factors were the opening
'of two new public upper-division institutions, programmatic -

expansion and alteration's in university fissions within the

public sector, establishment of the'communitycollege system,
increased allocations to the Illinois State Scholarship
Commission and the establishment of the Illinois Financial
Assistance Act for Non-Public /nstitutions.

The most obvious concern expressed, in the Boar'd of Higher
Education's FY1976 recommend4tions is the need to offset the
effects of, inflation *upon institutional resources.- The.cost
ofgoaas and services purchased by higher education.institu-
tions has increased due to 'inflation. ,Therefore, salary and
general price increase of ten and nine percent, respectively,.
were recommended.

It is obviously difficult to pr edict the state of the economy
during FY1976 or beyond. It is'also difficult to predict
whether the effects of inflation-will cause the. State to re-
direct resources to.purposes other than higher education.
Clearly,"one of the challenges of FY1976 and beyond will be.
.tkpreVent erosion of higher education funding by an in-- ..

flationary'ecallamy. .

Throughout its deliberations, thi(eammittee'wasawa're of-the
impact that changing trends .in higher eduaation may hayp on
educationpl opportunity. An important goal a the Board of_
Higher Education has been to insure the. "availabIlitysOf

educational opportunity withbut regardto financial Status
and the elimination of financaallliiiiers to higher ed-
libation."

elimination
goal of educational OpporUunity:must complement

lildpert ,the.Tuiti Sigtidy ComMittee, Board of Higher.

Education, 'December' 3, Eno. 2..
.



State ExpoadltoreN for Hi6er Editcattoil

(in mIllinns of dollars)

(1scal
Year

Total CRF Expenditures for
HAAher Noration

,
CRF Expenditures for
Operations and Grants

1958 $ 99.7 (100.0)
(2)

$ 71.5 (100.0)
(2)

1959 79.5 (79.7) 74.1 (103.9)

1960 95.3 (95.6) .91.4 _r -erz .8)

1961 99.3 (99.6) 93.5 (130.8)

1962 a 114.4 (114.7) 108.0 (151.1)

1963 130:7 (131.1) 120.0 (167.8)

-4

1964 159.0. (159.5) 140.1 (195.9)

1965 166.9 (167.4) 150.1 (209.9)

1966 217.6 (218.3) 192.5 (269.2)

1967 257.6 (258.4) 222.8 (311.6)

1968 326.2 1327.2) 274.2 (393.5)

1969 374.3 (375.4). 316.0 J-N (442.0)

1970 460.8 (462.2)* 401.9 (562.1)

( 1971
,

536.1 (537.7) 461.7 (645.7)

_
1972 5 . (533.1) 470.9 (658.6)

1973 567.9 (569.6) 509.9
4

(713.2)

1974 612.3 (614,1Y 560.9 (784.5)

1975
(1)

/ 661.5 (663.5) 609.2 (852.0)

A. Experditures for university operatlons,:junior colleges, retirement contributions, grants to:

private institutions and health education programs, Illinois State Scholarship Commission,

Board of Higher Educations and capital outlay including debt service.-

,'
. Expenditures as above exclud-tng direct Capflit outlay and deb t service.

. ,
,

-.,
' .

()) Column ii teflests,appropriations ilk( operations and grants.
. ,

ie

(2) Numbers in ( ) reflecl cumulative percentage-increases from..a base year of Fiscal 1958.

811 4+;
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rather than compete with institutional $source requirements
in. the future.

The Cothmittee was cognizant of changing trends in higher ed-
ucation since the adoption of a tuition policy 'in'Detember,
1970. Therecommendations summarized below reflect these
changing 'conditions. Chapters 2 and 3 provide.further
sight into the rationale underlying these recommendations.

Summary- of Recommendations

1. That tuition charges for resident, undergraduate students
be maintained at a leyei of one-third of undergraduate
instructional cost calcUlated on the appropriate system
base. To this end, public university systems should
raise undergraduate tuitions.approximately on a propor-
tional annual basis sa that the one-third policy will
be fully impleffiented no later than Fiscal 1980, pro-

. vided that:

a. The General Assembly and Governor, increase/funding
of-the Illinois State Scholarship Commission's
Monetary Award Program and/or other programs to .°

offset the impact of any proposed tuition ancreases
on financially needy 'students,-

b. Full implementation of theone-third policy at any
one system ddes not result in undergraduate tuition
charges higher than undergraduate tuition, charges at
the University of Illinois, and

c. In the calculation of,undergraduate instructional
costs to determine appropriate tuition charges, new
institutions by excluded from the calcultations during
the first ten years of operation.

Furthermore, following' full' implementation of the one-
third policy.by Fiscal 1980, tuition.charges should be
updated.annually and applied in Board'a Higher Education.
budget recomxhendatjons routinely thereafter. ,

That tuition,chargesfar resident., graddate students be
maintained at a level of 133 1/3 percent of the resident,
undergraduate tuition chatge at each system. To this end,
public university systems should raise graduate tuitions
to this level concurrently in relationship'to increase's
in undergraduate tuition chars: -

,
-

3. That the Board of HIgher Education recommend to the
appropriate governing boards. that tuition levelsfor
public schools of medicine,,dehtistory, and veterinary
medicine be. set at the, following academid rates in
Fiscal Year 1977 Ahiladjusted in proportion to under-
graduate tdition increases thereafter. '. '

4-

. .7-1., i
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,

- Medicine. $1,250
Dentistry 900
Veterinary Mddicine "750'

,

That tuition charges for non-resident, under§rapate
students be maintained at a level of full instructional
cost calculated on the appropriate syfeem bade and tuition
charges for nonresident, graduate 'students be maintained
at a level of 1331/3 percent of'the non-resident,' Under-
graduate- tuition charge ateach system. Furthermore-, it
is recommended that the Board of Higher EducatiOn con-
sider entering'into reciprocal tuition agreements with
other states if such agreementt.prove to be.fiscally
sound.

,

That any proposed tuition increase be announced by the
,

individual governing boards no later than the date of the
required,budget submission to the Board of Higher Ed ca-
tion in.order to provide students with sufficient
opportunities to explore Various Means of financing th
additional cost.

6. That the Illinbis.State Scholarship Commission bring any
recommendations concerning the implementation of a .

direct state lending program before the Board'of Higher
Education for its information. Until such'time as a
feasibility study on. direct state.lpnding is'completed
by the Illinois -State Scholarship Commission, the Board
Of Higher Education regards continuation of the present

Guaranteed Loan Program,. with' possible mod-
ification, 4s an'ongoing source Of funds for students in
need of.loans. An effort' should' also be made to widen
participation by additional lending institutions--

7. That the Illinois institutions of highqk education,
theirthe governing boards and the Board of Higher Education
give higher funding priority to theopeiation of student .

financial aid, counseling, and employment office* in an
effort to increase their services to student in.needot
financial assistance, to increase their:share of federal.
and state student aid resources presently available,-and,
_to_honor their Commitmentito access to higher education.

To this-.end the Board4of Higher Educa tion thould
a one-time $25.0300 allocation ,,,for the implementation_in all
public universities of the compute'r-assisted, financial aid
management system developed at Illinois Stite University.,

8. That the Board: of Higher. Edilaion"cOntinud'its,defforts:to
develop a comprehensive data base'for all Actors of,

d

r

or.
3.

."

f

/

. .
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Illinois higher education'On informatiop relating to
":-tot'al-student cost,-tuition.and fees, and financial

,

aid-programs in order to monitor:

a. changes in federal and state financial aid volicies
_and their potential or actual impact. on enrollments

and the students' ability to-Meet college cots,
b. changes in the unmet'student cost between and within

l,he public and private sectors of higher education,:
-c. The impact of tuition increases'Onenrollments and '

resulting changes in the distribution of students
by'family income, and

d-alterations in the-unduplicated headcount of
finandial aid recipients- within and.among the various
sectors of higher education.

This information is pi pe,c011ected through the Annual
Financial_Aids Survel'i and Report published by the Board,
state'and federal reports,-and any surveyinstrumepts
deemed necessary by the Bpard'staff. The infprmation
will be presented to the Board in an Annual RepOrtfor
their consideration. , "

That the,Board of Higher Education urge the GOeral
Assembly'and Governor to vigorously support expansion
of 'the federally-funded Basic Educational Opportuhity.
Grant,andCollege Work-Study programs'.

10:. That financial need should be the controlling element
in the distributionof'state7appropriateefunds for
student aid to undergraduate 'students in'all sectors
of Illinois higher' education: To thit'end, it lit
recommended that the npn-needs based General, Asspbly .

scholarships be eliminated.
A

''The, Illinois State SCholarship.Commission has, incurred
the major responsibility for the-distribution 9f student _

'aid based on need. It is- ,recommended that any futur,e'
increases in needs-based financial aid programs funded
bY.the State be administered by the- Illinois.State-
$ch Commission. It is further recommended that
the°171=1,State Scholarship Commission expand
eligibility of applicants-for ISSC grants /by decreasing

. , the level of'expected:familY contribution by income
range.

f ,

11. That the present Board policy.lim ing undergraduate .J.-
institdtional waivers to-tW rceni ofthe institution's
annual-fall full-tpue-equivalent undergraduate enroll;- ..

ment be Closely monitored and strictly enforced through
, . budgetary- Measure's by.Fiscal- 1917. . .. \

"'
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,12. That the State of Illindis not tlappoTt, at .tbis time,
any addition'al efforts to initiate Ay student grant

(
and tuition waiver programs for students at the graduate

!
level: .

(
,

,'
.

.

. i3. That the Il liriois State Scholarshiv C,9mTis§'alb eli14*ap0 C
its Practice,of ip4stri:but.d.m..4 \- MIP-Acitt, 4.6pr Aid4i0n,r

iri:4.-j.
f,

.

and fees in 1469AS 8C015111 r dixttqb c:partiail ' 7
awards in are amdiln eq441. to Ole t. ar amount' 4, geed

.

m
.2.

. shown according to the stanrjaiaizea needs'. analysia-
- formula. - , 0

.,
,

A .
,

14. ,That the IllinoiS State,Scholar%hip Commission conduct ;
a yearly, "survey of llonacceptors ofponetary'awarOs in

.... an effort to evatiate the program and its success in the-
- fulfillmeht of stated-objectives.

. 15.- That student employment programs be considered as an
important source'of funds fot students in meeting college

, costs and their continuatioOrshould be encouraged. How-
ever, any expansion of student employment programs re-
quiring additional funding should,be ancorporated and .

Alistified in an institution's annual budget .submission.
. 0 .

;O.

i6. .That Ole Board of Higher Education direct its attention
the necessity of increased state aid to private

institutions, of higher education to lesten the impact
'of inflation on their costs and pelp to assure their
viability. '

.
,

tw-

O
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II. TOTAL STUDENT COST-

The responsibility for meeting postsecondary. educational
,do"sts is shared by the'student, hid, or her parents, pri-

- Valke.dbnori, and taxpayers through various levels of gov-'
O ernment....Thig pattern of financing reflects the philoi-

ophy,that education benefits6oth the.individudl and
,A. society. Abwever, of 'immediate concern to.students

and/or their parents is the.ciuto2-pOCket cost incurred'
in attending apostseCondary institution. This out.-!pf-_,
pocket cost is frequently referred to as he student bud -.
get. The expense,hudget for the typical student at a
postsecondary institution-4s composed of four principal
parts:' tuition, fees, room and boartt, and other miscel-
laneous expeAses.

J.

..

Student budgets, asTrepared by institutions and related
stateand federal agencies, represent "average" cofts to
the

'

studemt of attendance rather than the varying spend-
4.

ing habits of individual students. These budget's are pre-
pared'to aid students and'their parents in making plans

.about fina;cing a college education and to aid in the .

v distribution of financial aid,-since.college costs are a
factor in ddtermining a student's financial need. The fol

d'

.--- lowing table show the average student' budget for public'
. -and private two' and four- year institutions for the 1974-
,A5 academic year natf.pnwide:?

\ ,
_ i

, ,-.

. TuitiOri & , Other CoUege Total College
_ Type of Ins.tiettion Fees Costs .. 'Costs . ."'

so

. .

...

Public.2 year / $ .287 $1,06 $2,153
Public 4 year 54X 4.,859 . 2,400
Private 2,year .1,9q8 . 2,039 . 30617 _

Private 4 yedr 2,980,
,.

,..10..1959 ? -4,039
.'- . , 1 . . W.

, Ieorder to provide a comparison .of ,the rIlihoi6 sit7-''
uation'topationak averages; _the following-table shows" the
average stuaept budget"fpr public 'arid private.twd and,' four,, -," .

year'intitutions in,Illihois fof,;:the. 1974-.75- academic ,-
, ", _

year: *4: "
Tui ion & Other.College., Tot41 College .,

-'Type of Institution . ees ',Costs Cost's
1

Plibl 2 year' $ 332, $1,850 ,-.1k $2,181
-

PUblilc 4 year -.421, 1;08 --. 2,.510
Private 2.y-,- 41,-"" -1 ,.413, 1,966 $ '. 3
Private :..--;-. :'s ,2,138'.-- -.,, 1,863

---

2 ens6S aePosteeoondar In id u
ollege.Saboi*ship'ServiOe, F. 6.

3,19'74.
Illinois State.: SchblarsiAlp1C,b,ralnissi4A- eport,

. -
A

4' ov
.
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The student budgets for Illinois- institutions, as shownabove, are based on standard living budgets and institu-tional charges as determined by the Illinois Sfate Schol-, arship Commission for calculating student need,. In com-; paring the above two tables, the Illinois student bud-gets do not appear to be out of line with the nationalaverages. In the public university-sector the costs toIllinois students are somewhat higher than theWationalaverage, however, only by a factot.of 4.6 percent.Since national figures include' Many states which make`less substantial .efforts towards_aiding'students in meet-ing college%.CoSts, the-Committee's'belief was reinforcedthat student, costs in I ;llirIois are not excessive.
.

The'estimat average price or cost to the'student,by
sector in Illinois f6r* selected years reveals severalimportant characteristics as shown in Table 4. In eachsector the average price,tO the student has almostdoubled during the period Fiscal 1959'to Fiscal 1975.Altlyough the percentage increase in other college costshas remained fairly consistent between sectors, thelper-cenage increase for tuition and fees has varied great-ly among.sectors. The'most dramatic increase inIttitionand fees during this period occurred in. the public uni-

".ver:sity secfor.. -However, 'tuition and fee charges in the.private sector remain 32.2'percent hitjhei thancharges,in the public university 'sector. Since, the rate of'klation has been substantial in recent years, an index
was constructed -tmdfAect real dollar increases in
,student budgets au21,4-.11.he period Fiscal 1959 to Fiscal19'4: The GNP Implicit Price Deflator was:ueed to'con-.strupt the index and the..results are shown in Table '5.Xn:sumwary, the increase in student btdgets.during thisperiod in 'teal.dbllars has)Deen 12.4 percent in the

. public universities, 17..6 perdent in the 1140.iocOm=.
munity colleges, anoV 23.7 percent intiie private sector.

The remaining portion of -this' chapter is del,;Oted to a .review of one principal Component.of the student budget.:tuition. 'Although"recommendations concerning student
.fees, room and board, ,and other expenses lie outside thecontrol of the,Board of Higher Educationethese expelleesmuStrbe considered in the review of tuition policies

sinbe tUitionlinereaSe's affect both the total college:,budget and theM.0 ent's ability.to pay polldge costs:,

Of primary Concern- the Committee ,was Yie role of tui-tion within the,con xt pf total student costs -since part
of the-statutory re4-onSibility of the Board '-of- Higher
Education is to review tuition rat "'in the public.
uniVersity,sectOr. The BOard%5:eepbneibility as Oftate4

_
. .
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'..
iYr the. Board of Iii4her Education Enabling Act-is as_ , . .

. ,
.

"Ti lt Board, in the analysis-of formulating
the biennialbudget requeitS,.shall 00t-
Sider rates of tuition and fees at the
stateunive,sities end_coslleges."

.

The Committee was directed .in itsiptiarge.to examine
-appropri.ate:tuition rates for itudents at the under:-
graduate; graduate; and professional.levell. "-An exami-
nation of:professional.program dosts'and.dharges re-
4sUlted.in the.Committee_concentraiing on appOpriae..-
:tuition ctatrg-e-s. -for- thee-high-cost-profeesional pro-

. grams: medicine, dentistry, and veterinary medicine. :
The- Comnittee is indebted-to the.Health4Edbcatiori;Ccm-
mission and staff for'its-analysiS-of"the bostS and
benetits of the,three health professionsedUbatioh4aro--*
grams. which led to the_reOommendations contained in this
_re-Pott.

-
- In analyzing the best means of fulfilling charge,--.

.the Committee outlined Several.'prodedures to be )followed'
in the review of appropriate tuition rates.' -The first.taSk

- was a review of the present tuition po/icy and _the fac--
tors,which led to its adoption. Secondly; as a.result
of the opinions expreSed at public hearings, the Cbm-
mittee identified various-factors 'which need to be .

addressed inthe development 'of'a tuition policy for
either undergraduate, graduate, '6r professional 1e el
students. Finally, the Committee weighed various tui- -

-tion alternatiVes against the factors considere.m40v-
tant in the development -of a tuition ,policy. -A,detailed
summary of the Committee's Procedtiresf,indings, and
recOmmendations_follows.

, -

The present Board po ley r carding tuition rates for
undergraduate-and gra students at public-univei-
-sities clearly-states t ublic senior universities
should maintain tuition c r§es,at a'level of one -third
of instructional cost calculated on.the'aPiroptkate '

system base." The policy'was adopted by thp Board on
December 1,-1970, And was_iisnp/eiented,by all Of the
.governing board systems'by:the 1972-73 academic year.

- Therefore, clirreintl.tuition-charges reflect tl?As-Board
policy in-respect to.he 1968-69 Unit Cost ttudy; which.
was used in determrhing instructi9nal'cost: In prat-
tice,''under4raduate" instrActkonal cost, ,as defined
1:6, the Uhit Cost-Study Probedure7, was used to calculate
'the appropriate charges. This procedureyiblded-the
current tuition charges in' effect in all systems since

-, , .
,

4 3
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, the Falldf.1972, as shown lelow-,::

System : Resident Non-Resident

. c- *arid of,.Coverpors . $420 s 41,266
Board of Regents 404 - 1,065

'Southern Illinois-University 429 1,287
University of Illinois.

.

-
,

Chicago Circle Campus, 495 1,485

: '

-2,872Medical Center .Campus
-

495-882 1,485
.-.Urbana Campus , 496 -. , 1,486

.

At ,current tuition levels, the revenue generated", from
-tuition chargds at public universities amounted to
approXimately $62.0_million in Fiscal 1974. Of thiS
amount, approximately $18.5 million was provided by the
Illinois State Scholarship Commission for monetary .award

.winnersenrolled in the public university sector.
-Since students also receive grants from other federal
and state sources-which can be used for the payment of
tuition, it is difficult to determine what.portion of
the $62.0 million generated from tuition chargeswas
"paid directly-by students,:and/or their parents. EX-
chiding the revenue generated trom'ISSC grant* to.stu-
dents, in the public university sector-, it" appears
that tuition revenues amounted to less- than ,$43.5.,
million or 11.6 percent of, the total appropriation fof
Operations and Grants for pubLia,universities in Fis-
cal 1974.

The determination of appropriate tuition chaiges for
the three health professions education programs has
historically been the sole responsibility'of-the Ap-
propriate goirerning boards. The'current annual tui-
tion levels in the Illinois public schools .(adjusted
to.a 'nine-month academic. year) are as follows:

University Southern
of Illinois

Illinois University

Medidifie 4 429
Dentistry 183 429,

- Veterinary.Medicine 496

Ai,-current tuition levels, students in medicine pay
about $.1 million.annually-in tuition; dental students
pay about-$0:5 Million, and Veterinary medicine students
pay lest -than.$0.2 million intuition. Therefore, the
'tuition .presently received fKom students in these
-schools totals less thari-$24 millfiom or about.5 percent -
Of the educational cost 'Of these pTe4raini;



Although the Board of Higher Education ha4 not Pre-
vious/y 'recommended any specifiC tvition,policies re-
.lated to these programs, its commitmeht-to the*expanr-
sion of the production oftraincd health professional
manpower and regionalization-,of the educational programs
has beeg substantial. Sitce 1970, direct and indirect'
state expenditures for undergraduate medical education
,in the public universities have increased .from $15 mil-
lion td.over $25 million annually for operating expenses.
In addition, over $30 million-in capital projects has
been expended or committed to university-owned facil-,
ities for the new medical schools in Peoria, Rockford,
Urbana-Champaign, Springfield, and Carbondale. Also,
approximately $20 million has been earmarked for clin-
ical facilities for these new schoolS. While.the;total
price tog for the expansion of medical educationA.n.'
Illinois is smaller than What it has been in several
other states, there is noescaping the conclusion that
medical education is'.expensive. While not of the same
order ofidollar magnitude as medical education, both
dental and veterinary Medical educatton are expensive
progiaMs to provide. Both the costs of these programs
and the rate of return on the student's investment
prompted the Committee to review the need for a tui-
tion policy related solely to these three programs.

4s part of its review of tuition at public universities,
the Comrriittee dentified several factors which should

. be considered in the deielopment -of a tuition policy
for undergraduate, graduate, And professional level
students at public universities. Among these factors
are:

1. Relationship of Tuition to Instructional
Cost.

2. Relationship of Tuition to Total Student
Cost

3. Relationship between Tuition at Public Uni-
versities and Private Institutions.

4. Relationship between Tuitions at Public Uni-
versities'and Community Colleges *

5. Relationship between Tuition at Public Uni-
versities and Out-o-State Institutions

6. Relationship between Student-and Taxpayer
Support of Higher Education

The relationship of tuition to instructional.cost took
orb greater importance in 1970 with the adoption of a
tuition policy based on one-third of instructional
cost. Instructional cost, basedon standardized Unit
Cost Study. Procedures, is composed of several com-
ponents, the most significant beitg Direct Instruction.

5
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Instructional cost. was used to determine; tuition rates
because it most Closely:resembles the actual cost "of

, educating 'a'student. Factors suchsasFapital expend-
itures, student aid, research activities, retirement
contributions, and other-student serviceS are not in-

cluded in the calculatiOn'bf.instructional cost because

they cannot be equitably distributed among all students
and theydo not relate directly to the, instruction a

student is(receiving. A more complete discussion of

Unit Cost Study Procedures is contained in-Appendix

B.

Table b indicates the percentage of instructional cost '

that undergraduate and graduate students have paid from

1968 to 1973. The rapid increase in the percentage of
instructional costs that students paid during the

academic years 1971-72 and 1972-73 reflects implemen-
tation of the one-third of instructional case policy,.

based on the 1968-69 Unit Cost: Study. Although a
student contribution of one-third of undergraduate
instructional cost was not fully,'achieved in any system,
this can not be expected due to a lag in reporting
instructional costs cauged by unit cost studies being,

submitted upon completion of the academic year. For
example, the 1968-109 Unity Cost Study was the most

recent cost study which was available to the Board in.
1970 for the calculation of 'appropriate tuition charges.

A more recent Unit Cost Study. 1'972-73, .reveals that
under4raduate instructional costs.by-system havein-
creased since 1968-69 by-the ,following ar10 MAs:

21.4% Board of Governors
28.6% Board of Regents
28.9% Southekn Illinois University
7.0% Univetsity of'Illinois

While tuitions have remained constant at the level of

the 1968-69 Unit Cost:.Study, instructional Costs have
increased-significantly in 'several systems. Since,the
tuition increases were implemented during'the academic

years 1971-72 and 1972-73, :the percentage of the in-
structional costs which students,pay has declined an
will Continue to decline as long' as costs increase and
tuiltions remain Constant. These increases iwcosts have
been assumed entirely. by the Spate.

While the calculation of instructional costs for under-'
graduate and 4raduate programs in Illinois has been
standardized and.becbme somewhat routine., a determi-

nation of either the-instructional or educational costs

for the programs of medicine, dentistry, and veterinary

18
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nedicine is much,, more complex. Patient care and re-
search'activities are essential components pof inst tion
in the'health professions education programs.' , le
the exact proportion of research and patient 9 e ex-
penditures essentiar,to 4 student's education is subji,
,to sortie disagreement; available evidence proyides reason-
' able estiMetes:of.the'educational,costs of these pro-

,

grams:- ,

- The Institute of Medicine (IOM) of the National' Academy
of Sciences has-recently concluded in education cost- .

study -for'eight health occupation professions, including
medicine,'dentilltry, and veterinary medicine.' 'These
costs are sutmarized in'Table J.= The IOM- reported
figures ,do not reflect the total cost associated with
-theeducational"programs, since :only a part of the re- .

search and patient-care.expenditures are included in
the estimates., The American Association of Medio-al
Colleges, in a eeport issued in 1973, has giVen a range
Of $16,000. to $26,00G for the annual cost of train-

' ing a medical' student.. This study also purports to
. -include-only part,of the research and service costs

typically borne by-a medical, school.

Using an annual figure of $20,000 per.Medical student,.
$10,000 per dental student, and $8,000 per,veterinary
medicine student;-it appears that students are 'paying
between 2.2i and-7.,8 percent of the educa,tiondl costs
for these.programs in Illinols-pUblid universities.
These figures do'not include capital costs associated
with. the educational programs. .

. Another important consideration by- the.Committee was the
relationshipof tuition to total student cost. Table'8
depits tuition as a percentage of 'student cost :,by in-

`'dividual.university campus for the period.1.968t0'19,73.
Although tuition asta percentage of total "student cost
hzis increased during this period, tuition increases

not caused More than a 16,p7erdent increasein,
total'student cost during' this period.- Current tuition
rates still represent'less than 20 percent of the total
costs incurred by undergi-Tadue gradate students
Attending,Illinois public universities. Based on the
average' student budget at public tniversities
even ,a $100 increase in tuition would resu3,V irlless than
a 4 percent increase in total pfudept cogth. .By looking
at the_tuition charges in Comparison to, total student

'COSt.figures, the relationOlp of tuition is.placed in',
clearer perspective,as,a much_less:significant.charge
to students than other costs. Cciupled.with the Illinois:
State SCholarship,ComMission4b Monetary.Award,Proqrard,
tuition by' itself,tho4ld not provide -a brier tet-student



. TABLE 7
,r

AVERAGE ANNUAL EDUCATION COSTS
PER STUDENT, '1972-73-

r

Patient Care
'ancrResearch
.Activitips

InStructioyi Essential to
:ActivitigS Education , Tntal-

Medicine .0,p50

Dentistiy 8,000

VetQrinary Medicine 6,700

45,000. $12,650

1,050 9,b50

800 7,500

4

Source: "Costs, of, EducaUon in the Health Professions,"
Instittte of Medicine.cf the National Academy
of Sciences, Washing-ton, January, 1974.
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TWA; C

TUITION AS 41011ECTACE
we

TOTAL SWOOT COSt
(1)

pyitem/InstitntIon 19411-69 1967 -70 1970-11 1171-72 197?-73 1 1971-74

foAq oe covq-mvs
C.S.V.

)

Tuition" 120 195 270 355

Total Student Cost : 1655 1635(10.9) 2010(21.5) 2135(29.0)

.1111t4on As o Percentage 7.3 10,1 11.4
, 16.2

I I.U.

' Tuition 0 235 315 410 .

Teal Student Cost 1692 1950(15.3) 2157(27.5) 2352(39.0)

Tuition as a Peroenaagc -- 12.1 15.5 18.1

.
.

C.SNU
Tuition
Total StLdent Cost
luftion as a Percentage

.....-

-

148
21211

16N

9.14.1.

' Tuition 120 195 .
US

Total Student Cost 04.4675

Tuition as a Percentage 7.2

V.I U. -,
120Twigion

Total StudentCost 1594

Tuition is a Percentage 7.5

1104tD 011 V.G4N/S

1.5.11

Tuition
Total Student Cost
TUW04 as a Percentage

WAAL

120

1742
6.9

Tuitiu . _ 120

Total Student Cast- 4691

Tuition as a ercatige * 1.1
.

,

,S.S.V. .
Tuition
Total Student Cost
Tuition as a Percentage

601.1ThERN 11111:1IS UNIVERSITY

Carbondale
TUition 124

1tar Student cost ,1673
.

If Tultfon as i Percentage 7.5

Edwardsville
Tuition
Taut StnAent-kASS

"Tuition as a Percentage

126
176/

4

7.1.

2048(22T1662(11.2) 2190(30.8)

10.5 13.2 15.8

.2.

1947(22T 2044(283.44
195

1756(10.2)
11.1 15.2 16.9

.

195 270 404

1876(7.7) 2055(17.9), 2391(37.3)

10.4 13.1 164

195 270 56$

420 - 420

. 2214(34.9) 2384(64.1)

18.8. 17.6

530 420
2392(9.4) 2174(40.1)

22.2 17.7

420 420

2271(35.6)
18.5

217$(4169.3

___
.

420 420
2262(41.9) 2164(48.1;

18e6 . .11.

404 404
2455(40.9) 2611(49.11

16.5
7

15.5

404 403

,

420 420
2200(1.4) . 2150(10.4)

19.1 17.9

1915(14.1, 2130(25.8) 2298(15.7) 2194(41.4_ 2604(51.8)

10.1 -12.7 240 16.9 U.S
.

295 402 402 404

2040 2197(7.7) 2209(8.2) 2346(15.10)

m. 14.5 18.3 18.2 17.1

201 301 429 429' 429

1917(15.8) , 2128(27.2) 2405(43.8) 2435(45.6) 2514(50.3)

10.4 14.1.. 17.8 17.6 17.1

201 301 '429 429 ' 429

1947(10.2) 2142(21.5) 2125(31.6) .214002.4) 2490(40.9)

10.3 ' , 14.0 '18.5 18.3 17.2

UNIVFNitTSAr Utnx)IS
Chitngn CiTtfe

Tuition
Tatal StudEnt Cost 1781

171

1"-
,,, .

1963(10.1)
24;

2161(21:1)

344 4' 396
218601.8)

W.
,259E 45.()

: 495

Patton Mt a Percentage 9.6 12.5 .

2271(2;34!
20.111 19.1

tril4r3 .

e

170 1893(6.246 . . 321

21)3( 8 6116.1: 2279(27.2)
39

.

496 e . 494
Tuition -

Total Studeut Co-t 1762
24111090k 262i(47,431

Tuition as a Potentate 9.5 ' 11.9 15.2 ,17.4 19.9%

.16
t

,
.9

locreqsea fium a base year i I9ft49. '(I) ilonbts'In ( ) reflect eugu1ntive percentage

22
r
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,participation in.higher education.

Table 9 displays, the average annual student expentes in
public schoolt of medicine,' dentistry, and veterinary
medicine nationwide -during the academic year 1970-71.
It is assumed that during an inflationary peiiod these
'expenses have continued to increase, causing at least .

a ten-percent increase:in expenses since 1970-71.

The cdrrent average student expenses in the Illinois
public tehodlt (adjusted'to ,a nine-month academic year)
are as follows:

'University Southern
of Illinois

Illinois , University

Medicine, ,$ 4,025 $ 4,1Z5
.Dentistry , 5,500 4',6,7
Veterinary Medicine 2,1.40

A compariton-of the average annual student expenses for
, Illinois.ttuaents and for students nationwide in, the
programs, of medicine, dentistry, and veterinary'medicine,
shows that Illinois students are payingtignificantly.
less for their education than students nationwide.
This is in spite of the fact that the national data
was ,compiled from 1970-71 cost data and' the Illinois
Alta reflects current 1974 -75 charges. With costs
increasing rapidly in recent years, it is probable
that .current 1974-75 national data would show even higher'
student budgets, thus causing even a larger differential
bet%:Teen what Illinois students and students nation- ,

wide are paying. '

The major difference between student expenses for' ,

Illinois"studenqand stp,dentt nationwide appears to
lie in the tuititffi-char*s. At Southern Illinois
University, the tuition levels of $429 per academiC
gear for both the medical and dental schools fall well
into the ldwer quartile nationally.. At the University
of Illinois, medical and dental tuitionsof $882 and
$783, respectively, are below the nationwide Median for
public schools. Current tuition levelt in the public'
medical and dental schools nationwide are diStributed
as followt:q

4 "Medical Education in the Urfited States, 1972-3,
Journal of the'American Medical Association, November,
1973 -and the "Dental Education Supplement," Journak of
Dental Education, 1973.
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SCHOOL .YEAR 197t7.1.

Tuiti9n, Ocs, bookq

.Board and lodging.

Other

Medicine

.$1,319

2,,,119r.
.".:"-

1;566
,.. ,

Total $5,064

:

. e

:.

:

.

Vetetinary
.

'

4

$1,719

2,.244

1. 6-5EC'
. ,

.

:$5',621

,

.$14.51

-1,-851

. 1.067

'$4,36.9

.

.

Source:' "How Health'ProfessioritudntsFinane Their'
Education;':.. MEW Publication No; (Him) 74713,
Ocitobdr, 1973.
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,A factor that concerned, the Committee was the relation-
ship-between tuition at publig:Unlversities and private'
institutions. *.AlthoUgh.increasing.pubaic university
thitions is not v4.ewedtas an,eConoitical means of insur-
ing.'the surVival..of all prixli.te institutions, a large .

tuition gapiDetween public and private institutions .

may prevent'a student from choosing the type of institu-
tion he or, she wishes to attend. 'Table 10 shows'tUltion
and fee chargesstor'selected. private institutions -for
the period 1968-69 to 1974-75. It'iSsapparent from this
chart that the gap between public and private tuition
and fee.tharges increased'by.4ppebximately $25Q during
this period;,, During the same perlod, the IS$C.Uaximum'-
award` increased by oh1y.$150 from $1;200 to $1,150

,

r S 4

Dentistry
4. A

jer student . ..

,

The ga lietweenpublic'and Private tuition has his-
toriealy been resolved by'a combination- of increases

,,in public. university tuition and increases in the ,IS$C
maximum award :to' needy. 9tudehts who choose to Attend,
a private ,institlitj.6n: Howeyerc increasing 'public l'\

university tuition for the soleAlurpose of closing the'
gap between public, and private institutions does not
serve-the purpose-well since increasing Costs a1 private
. 4.. ., .- -institutions-cause tuition increases in that sector
which would'outstrip all but the. most dramatic tuition
increases at publie-,universities. For instarice, a ,10 .

percent increase'in tuition mould amount:to approximately
$200 per student%in the private sector- but only aPprox-
imately"$50 per student in the public university sector.

.. .

c

One of the Commit ee°s recommendations stated tOat
"the Board of Hi her Educatiop direct its attention'tb
the necessity of increased state aid to private insti-
.tutiops of highe eaucAtion to lessen the mpact of-
inflation on the r costs and helP tb assure their via-

. bility." The Bo rd has various . means of exploringthe
necessityof inc eased state:aid to private institutions.
The updating of he McConnell Commission Report is seen
asthe most appr priate vehicle fOr.exiSlbring varioUs
option4 since t study can encompass a broader range
of subjects tha just,the relationship between tuition
at public and p ivate institutions,

The.relationshi between tuition at public universities
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Tuitione:and m..Andi.Ory fees feat ''selcted.private Illinois institutions
NI: 1968-6% , 1914775.#11(1,04c percent of increase' over 1968-69 are as =

follows.:
. . *.,rmar "..... . ,

g

1948,-6p ereaso: 1974-75
,/

.- TuitionTuition over
INSTITUTIO0 A 68-69 '& Pees

, A
"0 :$1Fees

,

ustana /$1,500 .49.2% -$2,238.
.

.

1,204., 78.6% 2,156,
-

1,150 65.2% 1400'

Bradley 1,300
.
69.2% 24:200

DePaul 1,350 46.9%
. .

2,010

Elmhurst 1,520 *63.2% 2,480
0

1

George Williams '1,347 51.117 2,643.

Illinois Institute of- Technology 1,800., 27.8%. 2,306
. .

Illinois Wesleyan 1,802 56.2% _2,814

Knox , 2,010 58.9% 3,195

60.5%Lake rarest '1,950 3,129

Loyola . 1;370 43.8%- 57._ 1,970
.

.

McMurray .1,840 46724. 2,69.0

Millikin 1,575, 64.9% 2,598 I

Monibuth 2,000 2,825,41.3%

Mundelein , 1,270 j 46;9%
, -

1,865

National College 1,890 26.9% 2,400'

North Central College 1,550 48.3% 2,298

North Park 1,455 60.5% 2,335
.

.

Northwestern 2,025 .57.14 -3,180
. . .

Rockford . -1,610, 36.71 2,200

University of Chicago 2,100 37.9% 2,896

.Aurora

Barat

Weighted AveragePrivate

Weighted Average -Public.Uniwrsity

Difference Between Charges at
Private Institutiond and.Public-
Univerdities -

$1;435

'263

1,172,

41.7%

132.8'

1

.":°

2,033

a "
.

1i4

(1,

.0



and community colleges_was recognized as a factor-to be

studied in the consideration ,of a tuition policy for

public universities., However, the-role of tuition at

`public communityColleqes appeared to be so into 'twined

..with the amount of'supportNeceived from .various levels

of government, that the Committee, deferred consideration

of the matter to the-Community-Colleg6 Finance Study

Committee.
4-

The relationship between tuition at Illinois, public

uniVersities and out-of-state institutions-was viewed

from the standpoint of hoW tuitions in the state of

Illinois compare to those in other'industria/ized--

and surrounding states. As can be. eXpected, each state

had unique characteriStics and'circUmstanees which-led
-

- to the determination of specific rates of tuition.

Appbndix C-outrines the specific tuitiohtand financial

aid policies of major industrialized and surrounding

states. .,comparison -'of resident tuition charges

Illinois to those in other-states reveals that Illinois

,Phstitutiont compare favorably to universities ..in other

states as shoWn

Rank Ordering of Selected State Universities.

, . BY
1973-74 Resident Tuition and Fee Charges

For Undergraduate StudentSJ

.Institution

I

.'"rCharges

.

l

'-

A

1. ZniVersity of New Hampshire
2. Pennsylvania State University,
3-. University of Michigan- .

4. State Upiversty of New York
5. ..0frio Slate University
6. Michigan State Univereity
-7. Purdue University %

..-8r. University bf Illinois ..

$983
900.
800/04
750/900
750
-726
700
686

-Tiff
644
620
573/622
592
570

. 540'
378

9: Indiana university -
10'. lanive.Oity of California

. .11. Uniye ilty of Iowa .,

12.i.Univer ity'Of4kisconsin
13. Univer ity of Minnesota
14. Uniyersity of Florida-
15. University .of Missouri

16. University of Texas - 41,

5 1973 -74 Student Charges,-National Associatibn' of_

Ugivqrsities and Land-Graht--Colleget

. 2 7

6
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A fiflal consid eration .in the setting of a tuition
was the relationship bet,weem student and taxpayer support

-.of higher education: Students' and taxpayers have his-
torically shared in the cost of higher education.in-.
Illinois. The.shared responsibility reaects-a belief
that both the individual and society benefit from an
increased lever of educational attainment. The exact '*

efit each segment Of'thrseciety received is a topic
of at disagreeffient and, in the' Committee's opinI_On,
cannot adequately :measured.. Although ,figures Provided'
by the. United States Census Bureau reveal, that the
time earnings Of...a college graduate. exCeed those of a
high school graduate by approximately $280,000, it
-is still difficult to ascertain the exact relationship
between individual and societal.benefits of-a higher
level-of educational attainment. However, indiVtdual
students,db benefit.from a porAsondary education
and the Committee,,therefore, sup opted continuation
of the shared responsibility between students and tax-
payers in the support of 'higher education.

After reviewing the factors which the Committee deemed
( important in the setting of a tult-ice--policy for under-
graduate and graduate students at public universities,
an attempt was made to list various tuition alternatives
and relate them to_the abofe considerations.. Among the
tuition.alternatives d-Onsidered-by the Committee were
the following:

1: Full cost- pricing
2. No tuition
3:- Differential tuition charges by level of

instruction
4. A uniform-tuition policy fOr all public uni---

versitieg,based on a percentage of the state-
wide -undergraduate instructional6ost.

%:. 5. Reaffirmation of pres'ent Board poliox whereby
tuition charges:be maintained at a 1ekvel of
one-third of the undergraduate instructional
cost calculated on the appropriate sygtem ;

6. Differential-.tuition charget between the under-
graduate and graduate levels. .

Full-cost pricing,'eharging the student full instruotional
cost, was quickly, dismissed by` the Committee'. It was
felt that this alternative was inconsistent with 'the
Committee's belief that students and taxpayers should

; share in the cost of higher education. Although tax-
payers would, continue to support activities ether.than

.

0 The Chronicle of 144her Education, April g, 1974%,.

+N.

J
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instructional'COst,-the major burden-for financing
higher education would be placed on students. The
net result of-the implementation of such a policy would
be the redistribution'of a portion of the dollars pre-
sently allocated among-institutions to new and expanded
financial aid programs if- the State's commitment to access
to higher education were to be continued. '

ft

A no-tuition policy was also'quickly-dismissed,by, the
Committee ,for many of the same reason's. Such a policy
would ,eliminate the student't contribution' to the cost
of'his or her education, which is not in keeping with
the Committee's belief thdt the,, cost of higher education

4)
should be shared 'by both students and taxpayers., A.

no-tuition policy would negate the premise that both the
individual and society benefit from a higher level of
educational attainment; a premise difficult to dispute
when looking at the lifetime earnings of a college
graduate versus a high school graduate..

The alterhative of differential tuition charges by level
of instruction was cited as a result of-recently adopted
tuition.policies in the States of New York, Michigan'
and Wisconsin. Differential l-tuition chargeS by level
of instruction commonly:. refer to charging different tui-,
tion rates,-,for.the lower division (freshman and sophomore),
upper division (junior and senior), Graduate 'I (less
than 30 graduate seme- -r ours , an r I, morn
than 30 graduate seines r hours) level students based
on the 'cost of instructie6,-at these-levels:. Although
the Committee recognized the fferihg costs among various ,

levels of instruction within Il ois public universities,
several factors prompted the elimin on of this alter-
-native. Among these factors were the'i?exy close.mon-,
itoring of student credit hoUrs needed tamale this

_plan effective. Administrative costs would probably
increase with _the initiatiori_of'aigfereritial tuition
charges and many probleMs were envisioned during reg-
istratkon Under such a plan. Co4versations with officials-
at the University of Wisconsin ancl the State University
of NeW Yoik confirmed that probleffis related to thereg-
ittrd'tion process apd monitoring of%student-credit hours
have been signifiqpnt obstacles- to overcome
implementation of a,differehtial-tuition,policy.'
autstions were also raised as to whether a reduction
in the lower division tuition charges.-would actually
increase access to higher education,in light of the
significant effort the state-already'makes in the area
of student' aid.

-

.- .
The fourth alternative, a unifOrd tuitioh'

.

pcilicy for all'

44
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public universities basqd on a percentage of the average
statewide undergraduate -instructional cost, had both
advantages and.disadvantages. The intent of.the uniform
tuition policy was to eliminate the cost of tuition
a deterrent in the student's choice among public uni-
versities. Howev'et, a ,uniform tuition policy does not
-reflect the prograMmatic differences among institutions
and-systems, and was therefore, not supported by the
CoMmittee.-- _

The Committee also_con.sidered'reaffirmation'of the Present
-Board policy whereby tuition charget would be maintained
at a level of one-third of undergraduate instructional
cost calculated on the appropriate system base. How-
ever, this alternativewas,rejected based .op three
primary eonside _L- cr-rations-1) the policy did not a

wide differential between undergraduate and
graduate'instructional cOsts,.24 the policy, in effect,
placed a higher state priority on graduate education
than undergraduate education by'sUbsidizing graduate
costs to'a much greater degree than undergraduate
costs, and 3) the increased rate of return on the
graduate student's investment versus the undergraduate
student's investment in his or her education was not
considered in this policy.

Thbrefore, the Committee recommended adoption.of a
f tuition policy which would result in differential charges
for undergraduate and graduate students. In regard'to
an undergraduate tuition policy, the Study Committee
on Tuition and Other Student Costs recommended:

"That tuition charges for resident, under-
graduate students.be maintained at a level
of one-third of undergraduate instructional
Cost calculated on the appropriate system
base. To this end, public university
systems should raise under.graduate tuitions
approximately on a proportional annual basis
so that-thelmethird policy will be fully
implemented nbr-latehan Fiscal 1980,
provided that:

a.. The General, Ad ly and Governor innreasb
funding of the Illi State Scholarship
Commission's Monetary Aw Program and/or
Other programs to offset the...:_ pact of, any
proposed tuition' increases cm financially
needy students,-

b. Full implement4tiOn of the .one-third policy'
,- 'at any one-system does ,not ift.ult in under-

graduate tuition charges higher than Under-,

-

5 8
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graduate tuition charges at the university
of Illinois, and

c. In the calculation of undergradu to instructional
costs to determine appropriate ition charges;
new institutions be excluded fr m the calculation's'
during the first ten years of o erition

Furthermore, following full implementa ion of the
one -third policy by Fiscal 1980, tuition charges
should be updated annually and applied in Board
of 'Higher Education budget recommendations
routinely thereafter."

The Committee's recommendation regarding a graduate tuition
policy stated the following:

"That tuition charges for resident graduate students
be maintained at a level of 133,1/3 percent of the
resident, undergraduate tuitioncharge at eac
system. To this end, public univer systems.
should raise graduate tuitions to is level con-
currently in relationship to increases in under-,
graduate tuition charges."

Differential undergraduate and graduate tuition policies
Were supported on the basis of several considerations,
including the belief that: 1) the policies addressed
the wide differential between undergraduate and graduate
instructional costs,,2.) they reduced the widening gap

uin state subsidy for undergraduate and graduate-students,the policies recogmizedsthe increased rate of return
on the graduate student' investment versus the under-
graduate student's investment in his or her education,
and 4) the policies established:the principle that the
more advanced the level of education, the.greater the
,cost should be to the.student.

The fact that a wide differential between undergraduate
and graduate instructional costs exists-is apparent.
A comparison of undergraduate and graduate instructional
costs by system based on the 1972-73 Unit Cost Study
reaveals the ToLlowing cost differentials:

System

fl

Undergraduate Graduate
Instructional Instructional

Co.st Cost

.

Board of Governors $ 1,464 2,686
Board of Regents 1,488 4,235
Southern Illinois Universit 1,661 4,901
University of Illinois 1,590 4,206

53

31--



. The difference between undergi,adnate andgr'aduae in---.
structional'costs ranges from $1,222'to $4,437. Since
the present'ttrition policy Is based on undergraduate,
instructional costs and applies equally to both under-
graduate and graduate.studenti, this procedure 'allows
the-State to subsidize-instructional costs of graduate
students to a much greater extent than undergraduate
students., Based on the-1972-73 Unit Cost Study, the. -

State-is presently subsidizing the following percentage .

of the full instructional' cost of Undergraduate and
graduate students:

System.

Board of Governors
Board of Regents
-Southern Illinois University
University of

Undergraduate Graduate
Subsidy . Subsidy

72.7%
74.1
74.2
68.8

85.6%
90.1'
91.2
88.2

The recommended undergraduate and graduate tuition
policies call for a reduction in the gap between state
subsidy for undergraduate and graduate students by charg-
ing separate tuition rates on the basis of instructional
costSof the two student levels. The recommended
policies call for annual updating of costs andfull
implementation by=no later than Fiscal 1980. No attempt'
has been made to estimate what the instructional costs
by system will be in Fiscal 1980. However; if the most
recent Unit Cost Study, 1972-73, were used, the follow-
ing tuition charges Would be in effect by Fiscal 1980
as compared to present charges:

System

. .

Present Recommended Policy
-Tuition, Undergraduate Graduate
Charge Tuition Charge Tuition Charge.

Board of Governors,. $ 420 $ 488 $ 650
Board of Regents' 404 496 660
Southern Illinois.Universi.ty 42-9 . 530 703
University of Illinois 496 53Q 707

.

In addition to the above considerations, the recommended
tuition policieS call for differential tuition charges
.between the undegraduate and graduate levels atm to the
increased rate of return on the graduate-student's' in-
vestment versus the undergraduate student's investment

his or her education. Table 11 displays the mean
income, and tax on that income for men and women in Illinois
18.years old and older by level of education. The data
reveals that the income of men with five or more years

?'
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of college exceeds that' of men with 4 years of college
by 16.1.percent,'and-the income of women with five or
more years of college exceeds thatjof wOmen with 4'years
of college by 37.9 percent. Clearly, a st dent seeking
an advanced degree can expect to receive o the average
a bi4her income ag a'result of fureer ucation.

The 4ecommended'traduate tuition-policy establishes -
the principle that the more advanced the level of educption,
the-greater the cost should be to the student. In effect,
the policy implies that the student's financial share
of the cost should increase as he or she moves into more
advanced levels of education where the goal is not
merely achieving basic skills but gaining access to
higher-paying,-professional level jobs. The' difference
between the proposed undergraduate andgraduatejuition
charges cannotbe considered significant when compared -,

to the increased earnings which result, partly, from
advanced levels-of education.

The implementation of the proposed tuition policies
would also result somewhat in a redistribution of-student
subsidies from higher-to--lower-income groups. Students
now receive subsidies from two sources: (a)- tuition
at fates below educational costs, and (b) 'studen4.aid
through grants, subsidized loans, and-work-study.'
Tuition subsidies, by themselves, particularly advantage '

higher- and - middle- income groups since, without student
aid, young persons from lower-income groups often cannot
afford to attend college even with low or no tuition. As
stated-in the Tuition and Financial Aid Study presented
to the Board- in December,' 1970:

4.
"Greater reliance on tuition as a source of
-revenue for public senior institutions of .nigher
education is consistent with the philosophy that,_
whenever possible those who benefit'frompublic

'.programs and can'afford to pay for those bend--
fits should do so. It is unfair to exact money
from the many lower income taxpayers who bearrsub-
stantial burdens from the State's tax structure
to subsidize education of young adulti who are
better, able to pay their own way. Thechal-
lenge and goal of our system of higher educa,-:
tion is-to be able to demonstrate by work
and prabtice that no Illinois citizen who
qualifies and seeks higher education shall be

7 Tuitioh, A supplemented Statement to the 4e,porf"of the ,
Carnegie ComMisSion'of Higher'Education on "Who Pays? -

Who Benefits? Who Shodld Pay? Npril,_1974, p. 2.
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denied the right to attend an appropriate post-

secondary educational choiCe simply because he
lacks the dollars to make thd decision a reality.
Illinois is oneof.a few states which has made

the commitment by developing a strong public
higher education systeM and by providing.si5-
nificant support to students via the scholarship
grant and loan prograMs Of the Illinois, State

Scholarship Commission."

Although-concern is expressed that any increase in

tuition will deny students access to-higher education and

cause enrollments to'decline,'the recommended tuition
policies would not have-a severe impactron total student

cost. FOr instance, based on the'1972-73 Unit Cost Study,
full implementation-of the proposed undergraduate tuition
policy would result in an increase in total student cost
,of between 1.3 and 4,0 percent which would be assumed .

.gradually up to Fiscal lso. At 'the graduate level,

full implementation of the proposed policy would increaser

total student budgets'betWeen--8:0 and-11.2_, percent in

the respective,systems.

Data regarding student price-response to higher tuitions

have not been conclusive. A student survey conducted
by the staff of 'theBconemic-and Fiscal Commission Asked

a sampling of students-enrolled in public universities

what action they Would take-if tuitions were increased

by_ $5J( "0 next year. The survey results indicated that

only between six and seventeen percent of the students
presently enrolled would not oz were not likely'to con-
tinue their education if faced by such 'substantial

increases.

The proposed tuition policies do not call for tuition

.
increases of the same magnitude as indicated above. As

long as benefits accrue to students in income, status,
and opportunities` for personal development,, it-is-7'
realibtic to expect students who are.financially able-

to do 'so to pay a reasonable 'share of .the cost

or her education. .Moreover, tuition charges u14 ,e

grow proportionatelywith rising educational cps both

be6ause costs,are increasing and.because wage nd

Salary increases through inflation provide ore income

to pay these costs. /2

..The recommended tuition policies whic wer discussed

above refer only to resident studd s. qm:Tegard to

non- resident students, a previo Board policy, adopted

inDecember, 1870 stated that "non-,resident-tuition
should 'be maintained.at a-level of 100 percent of the
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instructiohal*cost,base."' Non-resident tuition charges
'in other states were'reviewed and appeared to be sub-
stantially higher thab resident, tuition charges. Ap-
pendix-D details, the 'non-resident tuition charges and/or
policies of other major industriali2ed and surrounding
'states. `The Study Committee on Tuition and Other Student,
Costs' recommended:

"That tuition charges for 'non-resident under-
graduate students,be maintained at a_level of
full Instructional cost calculated.on_the ap-
propriate system base and tuition charges for non-
resident graduate students be maintained at
a level of'133 1/3 percent of the non-resident,
under. -.nate tui n charge at each system.

thermore 'is ,'recommended thatthe Board of
Higher -. cation consider entering into reciprocal

ion agreements with other states if such
agrementS prove to be fiscally sound."

Based on the Fall, 1973 Board of Higher Education En-
rollment Survey, a non- resident tuition policy will
affect only 9,48 students in public universities..
Excluding the number of nonrresident students'receiving
institutional waivers, it appears that fewer than 4,000
'students paid non resident tuition during the academic
year,19.73-74.° Liberalized residence policies in"Illinois
.have'also sputewhat negated. the effect that,' non-resident'
tuition policy would have on out-of-state students. _

The proposed non-resident tuition policy requires the
same methodology for implementation as the residdnt
tuition policies. If the 1972-73 Unit Cost Study were
used to calculate instructional costs, the folloWing
non-resident tuition charges would be in effect by
Fiscal 1980:

System,

BOard of Governors
Board of Regents
Southern Illinois University
University of Illinois

8 EY1976 RAMP Operating Resource Requirement,Tables 13.1
and 13.2.

,Non-resident
Undergraduate
Tuition Charge

"$ 1i464
1,488
1,590
1,590

Non-resident
Graduate

Tuition Charge

$ 1,952
1,984
2,120
2,126



One component of the Committee's charge was to examine
appropriate tuition charges, for Students enrolled in
professional level programs. An examination of pro-
fessional program costs and charges resulted in the
Committee concentrating on appropriate tuition charges

for these high-cost professional programs: medicine,
dentistry, and veterinary medicine. _S-in -6e all three of

the programs related to the health-frofessions, the Com-
mittee requested the Health Edudatiorr Commission to.ex-
plore the costs and benefits of the programs and recommend
appropriate levels of tuition ese programs. 'In

addition to the high cos these pro e financial
commitment which the ate of Il ,s ha e to the

expansion of thes- programs .nd the 51-. fere ces between

tuition charges in is as compared to national
averages, the,- cmmi e was impressed-by the individual
benefits which aco 4e to graduateg of these programs.

An interminable ,p ilosophical debate can be entered on
the relative acc ual of social and individual benefits

of professional education: Certainly the social good i
servedthe condmic investment in the educatio$2.
physiCians, d ntists and veterinarians.
also true t t the individual benefits tial,

as is evAlo ced in the income figurespresented in
Tables 12 nd 13. In terms of, ability to pay for their

education, at least retro4ctively,_phyeicians, dentists

and veterinarians could absarb--A-Much greater proportion
of the cost than th w do;

0. e

Whatever t specific measure, it can be concluded that
a prospe tive physician can look forward to a/very .

advantageous financial return from his or hei profes-

sional education -To a large but not equ degree
earnings expectations of dentists and v erinariahs

are also very good.

Given the above considerations, the Study Committee on
Tuition and Other Student Costs recommended:

rThat the Board of Higher Education recommend
to thd-d0Propriate governing boards that tuition
-levels for, public schools of medicine, dentistry,
and veterinary medicine be set at the following
-academic year rates in Fiscal Year 1977 .and
justed in proportion to the undergraduate tui-

tion.increases thereafter: , .

'Medicine $ 1,250
Dentistry 900,

Veterinary Medicine 750

-a 5
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,TABLE 12

EARNINGScDATNPOR
PRACTICING M. D.s

1972

'Median'Earninqs
.Salary, Bonus

Net Practice Income and Retirement

(Self-Employed (Incorporated
M.D,$)

neral Practice ,$36,940 $55,b00 ,.

Internal Medicine 43,610 62,5(10

%

General SurgcrY '46,350 67,,40 4

Qbstetrics/Gynecology '43,75() 68,750,

Pediatrics 39,720- 50,i000
r,

Psychiatry 39,720 51,250

SoutCe: "Will self-emp167bd physidians net out ahead?" ,

Medical 'Economics, October 15, 197:1, pp.240-251.

,"What future for incorporated physicians?"

Medical Economics, Nwiember 26, 1973, pp.178-185.
e

S.

4
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TABLE 1,3.

EARNINGS DATA rem
'PRACTICING DENTISTS_
AND VETERINARIANS.

Net Mean Income of Independent Dentists, 1970

Illinois

$2.8, 700

p .

Location of Practice 4

Central' U..S.

$29,306

ti

1LS,-

$30.,800

Source: Journal Apierican Dental Association, 86 (1973),--
pp.167-172.

AVERAGE INCOME Or
PROFESSIONAL-VETERINARIANS,

Classification

1972

Average Total / AIncome
. ..
Industry, . p $29,800
College or University 20,642 .

Federal Govetnment 4Non-Military) 2'2,972
Federal Government (Military) ,' 18,315
State and Local Governr,4nt 21,341 A

.Veterinatians in Private Practice 20;275.
Private Practice Employees . m..i

---?---7--- .---.
,,

.17,193
.

. .
.

`Source: "The 1973 'Economic Survey of Salaried VeterInariansi
. Income Earned in.1972"; John W., Judy, Jr.', D.V.M., °

Ph.D..-

..'"The 1973 Economic Survey of Veterinarkang in
Private Practiqo During-1972"; John irt. Judy, Jr.,
1D.V.M.,. Ph.D.
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,

If tuitions. are to be ierc,aSed at either theovnder-
graduatc,-graduate,.or professional aevels, Cognizance
must be taken of the impact on the 'student who, for
whatever reason, may be closed out-of an opportunity for
a poStsecondary educhtion. Chapter 3 details how students
presently meet college costs and how stUdents4muld be
able to meet the additional, cOsts recommended in'the
specific tuition

4

6g
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III MEETIUG COLLEGEj COSTS

t
Having reviewed the total cost to the student of obtaining a
postsecorlde-ry education, the Committee considered the various
methods .by i'dhich students finance this cost and equitale
means of aiding students whose financial resources do not per-
mit full payment'of.coIlege costs. The ability to meet collegek.
costs is of primary contern,to Students and /or' their parent* in
the decision to attend a postsecondary institution. The Com-,
mitte-!,recognizedthat college costs by no means representthe
aggregate cost orobtaining a postsecondary education, however,
it is these costs which studentS are expected to contribute
towards their ed tion and living expenses. The means by
which students f nce college costs vary greatly, among in-
dividualdividual students-. For instance some students finahce the
.entire 'college cost themselves, while a large number of
students share the responsibility for financing college-cclts
with theirparents. For other students, `the financing of
college costs is-met through a combination of scholarship and
grant aid, loans, work, and parental contribut4ons.

The average dollar amounts required from all students and/or
their families for the payment ofcollege costs during the
academic year 1973-74 are sho'Nn in the following chart:

-Dollars in Millions
Tuition Other Total
'& Fees Ciosts Costs

Public University
Tuition and Fees 151,476 FTE X $6d1
Other College Costs 151076 FTE X

$1,898
TOTAL-Public University ,Est.

Public Community College
Tuition and Fees 110,323 FTE X $317.
Other College Costs 110,323 FTE X

$1,850
.TOTAL Public Community.College Est.

$ 91.1 $ 91.1 ..

2875 A. 287.5
$378.6

35.0 35.0

204.1% 204.1
$239.1

.Privape-
Tuition and. Pees 110,096 FTE X $1,943 213.9 213-.9
Other College Costs 110,096 FTE

192$1,747 192.3 192.3
-TOTAL Private Est. 4Q6.2

GRAND TOTAL EST. 0,023.9

It should be noted that no d tinction has been made between the

x._69.



expenses incurred by- undergraduate and graduate students ip
the table above. Although the vulnerability of this atsump-
tion,was recognized, no equitable means was found to separate.
-graduate expenses caused by such factors as marriage and ,

family responsibilities from the costs easily attributed to
their status as students.

Even though the average dollar amount required for the pay-.
ment of college costs in all -collegiate sectors exceeds
$1.02 billion, the total amount required was'not astumed
-entirely by students and/or their fam5.lies. According to the
information,provided in the 1973-74 Board of Higher Education
Financial Aid Report, approximately $250.8 y million or 24.5
percent of total college expenses, was provided from sources
other th'apstudents and/or their parents. Table 14 provides
a sumffary_of_ the distribution of student financial aid by
sources and

Although the absolute dollar amount required from students
and/or families in meeting college costs.was given consid-
erable attention by the Committee, a more critical consid-
erationwas the way this burden is distributed am0ng students
and/or their families, whose ability,to meet educational and
living expenses varies enormously. FOS example, if all
students were expected to pay total college costs, the goals
of availability ofeducational opportunity withat regard to
financial status and the elimination of financial barriers
to higher education would not be served. Low=income students
unable to meet total college costs would be priced out of an
education, thuS eliminitiv their tight to-devel-op ,to their

full potential or capabilities. On-the other hand, if all.*
students were not expeeted.to contribute anything toward
their educational and liying,expenses, the State would have-
to assume an additional burden of approximately'$1.02
'billion. 'This solution would. be impossible from a fiscal
standpoint and contrary to the Committee's belief that the
costs of higher educatiorl should be a- shared responsibility,,
between students and taxpayers.

'The Committee, in iteviewing hOwstudents finance college costs
and the manner in whiCh costs are distributed, recognized a
strong need for viable financial aid programs which dis-
tribute financial aid to students Who without'asaistance would

0' not be able to attend a postteconddry institution. Recent
trends at the-federal and state levels have.been toward under-
grduate student assistance based on financial need. A major
federally- funded needs-based program (Basil Educational -

Opportunity Grant Programi was created in the passage of-the
Educational Amendments of 1972. 10he State of rllinois hat

9 This figure does nol-incltde" pProximately $113.0 million
available,te studen s through Veterans'-and
Social Security benetitt.
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also placed significant emphasis on neepsizbased financial
assistance -through funding of the Illinois -State Scholarship
Commission's Monetary Award Program.

Student financial assistance programs can be placed into two
categories: non-repayable assistance programs and repayable
assistance programs. Non-repayable assistance_programs
available to Illinois students include a:, majority Of 'the

'federally- funded assistance programs, the Illinois State
Scholarship Commission's Monetary Award Program, Institutional
Waiver Programs, and Statutory Waiver. Programs.
repayable assistance prograMs provide direct grants to
stunts for educational and-living expenses and require no
repayment by the student Over an extended amount of time.
Repayable assistance programs, on the' other hand, consist
primarily of loans which must be repaid over an extended
period of time. Even,though there is much discussion con-
cerning the attributes of non-repayable assistance versus
repayable assistance, both forms or assistance were credited'
as providing students immediate access to higher education.

According. to the 1973-74 Financial Aid Study, state supported
non-repayable7assiitance programs account ,for approximately-
60.6 percent of all funds available to undergraduates in,all
.sectors of Illinois higher education, excluding veterans'
-and- social 'security benefits. Of this amount, approximately
59.6 percent of the funds are aist/ributed by the-Illinois.
State Scholarship Commission (ISSC). The Illinois State
Scholarship" Commission's Monetary Award Program is the major
needs7based state-supported program available to Illinois
students. The- monetary awards are applicable only toward
tuition and mandatory fees, up.to a maximum of $1,350
annually? Systematic financial needs determinatiOn procedures
are used to insure that the economic circumstances of students
and/or their parents are correctly assessed before monetary
award winners are announced, thus assuring 'that all students'
'needs are measured accordingto the same criteria-.

SiriCe its inception. in 1959, the Illinois State Scholarship
.Commis0,on has distributed approximately 451, -400 monetary.
-awards-'-' to students in need of assistance in meeting college
.costs.- Recent changed in ISSC requirements, including aid.to,
half-time students and independent students, extension, of the
application deadline-to October 1, fifth'yeareltitlement,
increaslas in the maximum award to Students in private -.in- -

,stitutions to $1,350, and liberalization of the needs
analysis.formula, have-resulted in larger numbers of
students being served by thts program. A recent ISSC survey
bf 1973-74 monetary award winners reveals that 54.3 percent

10 Illinois ittate Scholarship, Commission Rnort-, April, 1975.

t
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of the respondents -would not have been in school full ime,
-_without ISSC aid and' 34 percent of the respondents-In icated
that acceptance of an ISSC award has-reduced-the ne ?d for
excessive borrowing and employment while in chool." Per-
haps_the most significant change that has occurred as a
result of the ISSC Monetary Award Program is the substantial
increase in the .number of 'lower income students_being served
by higher,education. For instance, during the POY4od of
1969 to-1973, the number of students receiving ISSC awards
from family incomes belo%.; $10,000 increased from 9,268 in
1969 to 42,833 in 1973, an increase of 362.2 percent: Even
though the recognition of independent students increased the
number' of award winners in the ibcome range below $10,000 by
approximately 38.5'percent between 1969 and 1923, the increase
in access to higher education for all lower income students
has been substantial"

Two other state-supported-non=,repayable assistance programs
for the payMent of tuition and,feeil--at public Universities
are the institutional waiver and statutory waiver_ programs.
During the academic year 1973-74; public universities granted
5,562-institutional waivers for an annual cost of approximately
$3.7 million. 'Institutional waivers are primarily non-needs
based awards and are granted to staff, athletes, 'foreign
students, students eiho exhibit-adademic Merit or other talents,
and, to a smaller degree, di taged.studentsMstitu,tions-

; and their respbctive governing boar. .,. mine the Criteri
__Aapariwhich institutional waivers arc awarde

---Statutory.tuition arid fee waivers are provided for in the
Illinois School Code and must be used at public instit ons.'
In 1973-74, 31;695 waivers were awarded under, this-15'.rogram for
an annual cost of $11.6 million.- Statutory Waivbs<are awarded
On a non-needs basis under the folllowing nine progrartts-c.,

1: Veterans
2.Children of'Deceased or Disabled Veterans
3. ROTC Scholarships
4. TeacherEducation
56 Special Education
6. County'Schblat-ships
7. Public Aid *,
8.Children and,Family Services.
9. Geperal Assembly Scholarships

The the major state-rsupported non-repayable aysi pro-
rams,XSSC Monetary Awards; Institutional Waivers, an.,
Statutory Waiver Programs, have resulted in .a large ntifiber of

"Stpdy of Monetary 'Award Winners," J. D. Boidnd R. Penske,
- (to be putalshed in June, 1975).
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undergraduate students in public universities not being re-
quired to pay tuition and fees.. To a lesser degree, this
has also been true in:the community colleges and private in-
stitutions. For instance', the Financial Aid Study shows ,

that duriny 1973=74 approximately 57,130 undergraduates in
public universS, or.37.7 percent of the undergraduate
full-,time-equivalent enrollment,_ were served by these pro-
grams. /a communitycolleges,_approimaely. 21,222 Students.,
or 21.1 percent of the,full-time-equivalent enrollment
.receivad-Aid from .these sources,. In the',private sector,
approximately. 26;175 students or 24.1'pertent of the full -,
time-equivalent enrollment received state-supported ISSC
,awards. Although the,number of student's Served, by. statutory,
or institutional waiver programs is likely to decline with
the 'elimination of or restrictions placed on.some prograMs,
it is anticipated that these students could receive ISSC
awards if they demonstrate financial need; A detailed,
breakdown of the number of studentserved by, statutory and
.institutional waiver programs i41 -public universities is
resented in Appndix E,

Federally-funded non-repayable assistance programs account for
,approxima,tely 19.6 percent of all funds available to Illinois
students ix this category. ,The' major federally-funded non-
repayabl6 assistance ,programs available to Illinois under-
graduate'studentS include the Basic Educational-Opoertunit"
Grant Program, The Supplemental Educational Opportunity .

Grant Program, and-_ the College Work-Study Program;

. ,

The Basic Educational Opportunity-Grant,PrOgram inthe author-
iFing legislation, Provides undergraduate students witfi'-a

$1,400 entitlement or one-half of,-the eligible'costs of
attendance-at a postsecondary institution, whichever is less...
owe'ver, present fiscal constraints at the federal level have
reduced funding of, this progtaM so that only freshman And .

sophomore level students are currently .eligible for maximum
awards of approximately $1,050 based.ori a standardized/needs
analysis formula. It is anticipated that junior leve

---:-.---students will also be eligible for basic grants dprin the
1951-76 academic year.' However, the. $1,,440" entitlemr t is
not likely to be achieved due tb pressure to hold th line

On federal,expenditures.

The Supplemental Education Opportunity Grant Progr m (SEOG)
provides assistance to needy undergraduate studen based on
the financial-need calculation of postbeCondary-1 stitutions.
The grant may not exceed one-half of the total a hunt- of
financial assistance actually awarded to the stu ent for-a
giiren academic year or $1;500, whichever is les . Federal,
-dollars appropriated annually for the SEOG grog- am are.
allocated among the states on the basis of stu ent atten-
dance figures and a determination of- the vali4.t'y and
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precision of institutional requests for funds. For the 1974=
75 academic'year, it is anticipated that the average award for
this program will be $670.

.
4

The College Work-Study Prograd ACWS) is a cost-shared program,-
of federal-plus-institutitnal support AS0-20) for part-time,
and vacation-peripd employment of students attending post-
secondary institutions, with preference for those with the
greatest financial need as ,determined by ,the institutions.'
It. is anticipated that the averpge earnings under the CWS
program mill'be $580 for:the academic year 1974-75.-

The 1973-74 Financial Aids Study reveals that 10,600 students
in all sectors of Illinois highen_education were served by
the three 'major federally-funded,prOgrams mentioned above.
'However, this numbe-r-is somewhat misleading since students
may participate in several federal programs at the same
time. The Committee regretted that most institutions were
unable to provide uRduplicated figure's of the total number of
students served by these programs.

The two major repayable 'assistance programs .available to
Illinois students are the National Direct Student Loan Pro-
gram and the Illinois Guaranteed Loan Program. During 1973-
74, these programs aided approximately 35,550 students and
provided $39.8 million.' The average, loan for the 1973-74
school .year,was calculated to be $1;238 for public university
students; $765 for community college students, and $1,071 for
students at priVate' institutions.

Both-of these programs have been-Under criticism ,for' the past
several years. The National Direct Student Loan program is
criticized both for its high default rate and inadequate fund-
ing at the federal level. Although the program is ideal from
a student standpoint, with: an annual interest rate of 3 per-
cent, it is unlikely that federal funding for this program
will be increased due to the high - default' rate. The Illinois
Guaranteed Loan Program, on,thc other hand; is criticiled.'
because it 'is not equally accessible. Since-funds are mode
available by private lendert, low - income and minority- students
may not be served under this program if lenders consider them
a bad' risk., With the prime interest rate-on other loans
averaging betWeen 9 and 12 percent annually, some lenders-
have been unwilling to loan money to any students under the
Illinois Guaranteed Loan Program at a 7 percent interest
rate, even with additional federal subsidies of...between 1 1/2
and 3 percent. The-inability of some .students to obtain
loans under pre*gen't market conditions prompted the General
Assembly to request that ISSC conduct a feasibility study on
the state, serving as a' direct lender.to students. The
results of the ISSC feasibility study should be available.in

4.1
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May, 1975 Although the Committee offered no recommendati.ori
concerning a,direct state lending program, several members.
expressed concern that a direct state lending program may
eliminate the Guaranteed Loan Program. Since the Illinois
Guaranteed Loan Program provided approximately $17.8 million'
for Illinois students in the payment of college costs during
1973-74, the Committee expressed a desire to maintain and
possibly inerease'funding under this program through necessary
modifications, realizing that the program serves as one
important source of fundsfor students in meeting college
costs.

A program which,neither under the category of a non-
repayable or a movable assistance program is the campus
student empl meprogram.* The CothMitteerecognized that
on and off-campus student employment oppoftunities enable
.students to earn money to meet the contribution expected
from them. During 1973-74, approximately 22,294 under-
graduate students, or 15 percent of the undergraduate full-
time-equivalent enrollment, were engaged in on-campus
employment in public universities. During this.same period,
approximately 6.2 percent of the full-time students in
community colleges, and 12.7 percent of the full-time under-
graduate students in private .institutions were employed on
campus. For the-1973-74 academic year, approximately
$372 million was allocated foron-campus employment of
undergraduate students inall sectors of higher education as
reported in the'Financial Aids Study.

The federal and state-supported student assistance programs
described above combined with students' summer earnings,
savings and parental contribution's account for .virtually all-
of the sources available to students in meeting collegeJcosts
-A major factor to be studied in how students finance college
costs is the adequacy of these sources of funds for meeting
college costs and whether any changes -in -the financing of
college costs warrant alterations in financial aid policies.
Unfortunately, only limited information,regarding student
financing of college cots is available for .analysis.

Thc Illinois Stat9 Scholarship Commission con&cts a study
of mon3pary award winners every three years. " The study,
although limited to onc'segment of the student population,
is both comprehensive and provides a sound basis for rec-
ommended changes in the ISpc needs analysis formula.
Another study was conducted bx.ttic Illinois Economic and
Fiscal CoilMission staff in it73.tf This survey was limited

.12 The most recent study was conducted during 1973-4. Pre-
liminary *findings are contained in thii document. However,
the complete study will be available in June,1-975. p

13 Student Financial Aid in:Illinois: A Program Evaluation,'.
411inois-Economic and Fiscal Commission, July,.l974..
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to students iu public universities an the ampling consisted
of approximately, five percent of the de t headcount enroll-

.ment.'

The ISSC study reveals that an increasing n tuber of students
-.would not be in college full-time without. SSC Monetary
.,Awards. For instance, the number of stud& is reporting that

they would not be in college full-time wi hout a monetary
award increased from 20.3 percent in 196 -68 to 54..3 percent
in 1973-74. No significant difference the response of
students enrolled in either public or- institutions
was apparent.

A review of past survey results show that 'marked Changesare
occurring in the Packaging of resources available to Monetary
Award,Winners in meeting college costs. Packaging of re-
sources was broken down into three categories: Gift Aid,

,Self-Help, and Parental Contributions. Gift Aid consisted of.
ISSC awards and Other/Aid from federal and state-supported
programs; Self-Help consisted of loans, school-year earnings,
and summer earnings;--and Parental Contributions consisted of
the amount of money students received from their parents for
the payment of college costs. The most significant difference
from student responses received in 1967-68 and 1973 -74 is the
decline in the percentage of parental contributions which
students .receive: Based on purvey results of students' enrolled
in both-public and private institutions, the parental con.,
tributiop:decreased from 16.9 percent in 1967-68,to 11.9 -=
_percent of college costs in 1973-74.

The decline in-the parental contribution.has beem offset by
increases pritharily in the self-help category. Self-help'
"increased from 43.9 percent in 1967-68 to 48,5 percent in
1973-74.< The greatest increase in this category occurred in
school-year earnings, from 7.7 percent in 1967-68 to 18.6
percent in 1973-74. Thisincreas6 was partially offset by a
declideof 3 percent in b6th loans and summer earnings. An
increase of approximately 3.0 percent during this period in .

gift 'aid other than ISSC awards reflects, in part, 'the, in-
creases in federal resources available to students.

A furth breakdown of student responses by sector shows that
more rapid changes in the packaging of resources available to.
students in meeting college costs are occurring in the-public
sector than in-the private' sector. In the public sector, the
greatest increase was encounteredin_the gift aid, category,.
from '22.9 percent to 34.6'percent auring the period 1967-68
to 1973-74: Both of the subcategories of ISSC Awards and
Other Gift Aid showed substantial inoreAb-s4.during this pe-
riod of 7.9 percent and 3.8 percent; respeetively. These
tremendous increases were balanced bra decline of 5.0 per-
cent .in the tell-help category and a decline of 6.7 peroent
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inparentalcontributionS. Although the percentage of re=
sources- available to students in the self-help categor' de-
clined by 5.0 percent, within this category school-year
earnings increased by 11.9 percent. However, summer earn-
ings declined 11.0 percent and loans declined 5.9 percent,
for a net loss of 5.0 percent in this category.

Changes in the packaging of resources available to students
in meeting college costs are occurring in the private sector
at a rate Much diminished from that in the public sector.
The most significant changes were an increase of 4.7 percent
in'the gift aid category and a decline of 3.7 percent in
parental contributions, from 1967-68 to 1973z-74. Even tho
a,decrease of only 0:8 percent in the self-help categor
occurred during this period, the increases and decreases in
resources available to students were similar to those ,

experienced in the public sector. Poringtauce, while
school -year earnings increased by 9:-8 percenti_loans--and
summer earnings declined 5.2 percent and 6.1'pereent,
respectively.

Perhaps the most disturbing and leas nderstood survey
result is that in all sectors the arental contribution toward
their on or daughter's educat n.has declined as a percentage
of college costs from 1967-6Q'/to 1973 -74. Not only has the
percentage of the parental contribution toward college costs '

declined during thin period,, but the actual dollars which
parents contribute has declined from a'yearly average.of
$268 to $186 in the pdblIc sector and a yearly averag" of
$331 to $318 in the private sector. In light of the salary
and wage increases which have taken place during this period-,
it is difficult to explaintft parentsOf monetary award
winners have chosen to Contribute less toward their SOn Or
daughter's education.

Many of the same conclusions drawn from the ISSC study are
contained/in the survey results of.the Illinois Economic .nd
Fiscal Commission (IEFC),, study of student financial aid' n .

Illinois. The major difference between the two studie lies
in the fact that the .IEFC study was a random samplin of 6
percent of all studentsin public universities whil the.'
ISSC study was,limited to monetary award winners public
and priVate institutions.

Much of the discussion of the data4collecte in the IEFC
survey Centers around the contribution of ach source toward
the paymerit of-college costs. Th6 IEFC rvey shows that
the avere,tge per contribution from ch-source is-as
forlows"

14 Student FixiSnqidl.Aid in A Program Eualuation,
/111nois Economic' and FiscallCommi
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Parental assistance. ,,.
23 %//'

State and federal NRA 16 1 ,.

Loans , 7

'' School year earnings 23
Summer earnings ' 31 ,

' '

The IEFC survey results' also contained some interesting data
regarding the relative importance of.parenehl assistance or
contr4butions toward college-costs. The survey shows that'
parehtal, assistance.declincs in importance 'as a funding
source as .the grade level increases, being largely

by earnings from school-year employment. In addition,
_J. ottance of parental assistance among the five

soorceiv ihcreases Wi 11 'ly income accounting for 8 percent
of the college resources of , dents in the $0-5,0b0 parental
income-range and 36 percent c the resources of students whose
family incomes are over $20 000. Tables 15 and 16 display
these results.

The survey restilts prese ed in Table --17, raise some question
about the impact of no repayable. assistance (NRA) as it ,
relates to parental - income. For Students with.parents in the

tr$5/,000-20,000 income ranges, parental assistance as a,percent
of current income -,pears tci reMain fairly constant at a

level just under , percent. Parents in the highest income
group,, over $20 100.are providing the highest amount of',_
'assistance. f.wever, as a percent of income, the effort
being made b, these parents appears to below average. Oa
the other nd, despite the fact that students in the lowest :

income g up are receiving more NRA, the parents'of these
students appear to be making an above average effort in pro-
vidil 'assistance. > 4.

ormation on how students enrolled in' the proessi al

rograms of medicine, dentistry,.and vete e icine,
finance .college costs is limited primarily to national data.
The source of funds used to meet the costs borne by the'

. student arm shown in Table 18. Roughly one-fifth of the
students'.eqlucational expenses are generated from loan sources.

. Nationally, the "average indebtedness of 4 graduating Medical-
fitudent.1.16 1970-71 was "about $5,500; the comparable figure idir
a'dental studeht was about $6,900.

, In 1972-73 there was approximately $150,000, $60,000 and.
.

$40,000 ,avallabie in Federal sCholvship monies for medical,
dental, and veterinarylmedicinesstudents, respectively, at the
inivbrsity of Illinois. These funds areawaided on the basis of
financial lieed..-There has `,been virtually no growth' in the
amount of such.fun* over A three-year period.' Federalaoan
f unds,-plus UnWrsity matching funds, tot"aled About $44.0,000,-
$200,000 and $60,000 in' 19.72 -73 for kedicine, .dentistryo.and
veterinary" Medicinp't respectively, at the University.iot,
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Percent of Contributi

Students',
Grade
Level

TABLE 15

, Parental
Assistance.

$rom Each

School
Year

Earnings

Source By Grade Level.

Summer
Earnings NRA Loans

Freshman 34% 13% 30% 17% ' 5%

Sophomore 27 19 30 4-7
8

Junior - 18 - 27 '33 16 , 6

Senior

Average

18'

23%

2P

-23%

31

31%

'16 7

7%

TABLE 16

Percen1:-.Contribution,of Each Source By Parental Income

.

Parents':-
Annual Income,

Under $5,000
$5,000-9,S99
$10,000-14,999
$15,000-20,000
Over $20,000

Average

Parental
Assistance

School
Year

Earnin
eummer

_Earnings NRA Loans

8% /2'9%* 27% 25% .10%

13 24 '30 20', 10

24 22 31 16 6

31 22 31 11'. '6

36 19 33 9 3

23% 21% 31% . 16% 7%

Source: Illinois 'Economic andJirscal Commission Survey of

''Public,University Students,:\1973-

r.
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'TADI,E 17.
.

EStimates of Parental Effort
in Providing 'AsSistahce to Students

Estimated Annilal Parental Income
Under---,000- $10;000-
$5,000 9,99,9' ',14,.999 20,000 $20,000

A.. Estimated pa-- '
.,

rental assis-
tance,- ,1252 --$342 $600

7. Assumed aver-
age parental.
<income $2,500 $7,500 $12,500 $1.7,500

3. Estimated pa-
rental effort 10.096 4.8%

$810 $954

Source:* Illinois Economic and Fiscal 6ommrssron
..

PublicUniversity Students, 1973.

4.6% 4.2%

V

8.1

.53, *
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TALE, 3a

SOUTACE OF STOPEN21.1 INCOME;

IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS: .

SCHOOL YEAR 1170-71

Veterinary

Medicine' Dentistry Medicine-
. .

Student's earnings
' and savings , -7:20 20.

Spouse contribution 33 39
L

,

Parent's contribution 15 14' ,

Scholarship and grants

Loans'

26

33

13

12 8 11

20 113"

0

.4

"How Health Professions Studehts Finance 1 it

Education4H THEW Publication No, (HRA)

October, 1971 ,

,
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plinois. Approximately, 20 -Krcent Of-tha_enrol,leds were
aided by these - 'loans and scholar-Ships, reflecting --the- national

figures quite closely. fn addition to the.Federal linandial
aid-programs,there is a limited amount of aid monie8 available4
trom privateTsources.

;.

p r
In summary, thd-re.lative importance of thee source of funds
available for meeting college costs appears to be changin4.

ythe most noticeable-change shows a 'decline in -the amount of
parental assistance provided,to studens being-offset-by
increases in the student's school year earnings and gift aid
from primarily federal sources. *These changes impacted
several of the Committee's recommepdatio -rggarding student
-aid policies. ,

In view of survy resaltS which stow ISS wards-being used
-to offset, in part, declining parental contributions, the
Committee was cognizant of the necessity to continuelihancial
aid programs which are needs-based.- Therefore, the Committee
reoommehded:

"that financial need should be the controlling
element in the,distribution_of state-appropriated
funds for student aid to-undergraduate Students
in all, sectors of Illinois higher educatioh. To
this end, is fecclftMepded that he non-needs
based General Azsembly Scholarsh4%-19eeliminated,

The' Illinois State SchoVrship-CoMmitsion has in-
ourred, the ,major responsibi4ty for the distrZbution
of student aid based -on need. - It ,is recommended that
any future inc reases ,in.needs-tased financial aid

drams, funded by the State the admini4ter0 by .tlfe
Ill nois-State Schc4arship Commission. is further

--recommehded that the I11i ois State.Schola;ship
COMMission expand eligibility f'applicantetorkISSC
.grants.by'decreasing the level of expected family

ontribution by income range."

OleaLy, tlidgaa
"without regar

ng grant p
men liege
al
ever econom;
to mai tain 'he lava'

all Illinois' citizens.
-the ISSC consider expand, g
for ISSC grants by decrda
cohtributionby inc rang
lower income families
:average effort toward assi

83
155 '

1,

1 of "gliailabilitedi3ducational opoo0unity
ancial ptatue'cannot be met without vt

id.lOwerincome'etudents in the pay-
Cons 'at4on must also.6e-giiiiiin to

family ti.on tchedule when-7
't.4te -ugtthent in Circler .

"....., Noliov..
'----.`41 01....4v 1101atiohal tunny to

recommendationithat,,..
e el ty:of applicants -'

pg the,:le xpected family
is espedia ry.r levant to
r tope making an above
-th441ons or daughters in

'

-
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the payment of college costs.

The,ISSC also'ghowsien-increase in, other gift aid,
primarily from federal fundl,,as a source of funds available
for meeting college costs. This increase'in part is due to
the passcttge of the educational Amendments of 1972. The
committee considered the role of the 'federal goverhMent
cruclial in providing !unds for needy, students in the-paymetrt
of tot14.ge costs and Jfert,that federal sources of-student
aid theuld be continued and expanded to meet student costs
other than tuition aid tees. The Study .Committee on Tuition,
and Otter Student COk..S recomme,nd

.

''That,-the Board of Higher Education urge the General
Assembly and Gcrvernor to vigoro',:sy support expansion
of tie federally;funded 1Basic Educational Opportunity
Grant and College Worki-Study programs."

These two programs were selected for special emphasis bgcause
5

it was felt that th,se programs `hold the promise of providing
-students with the gr-
"The Basic Educational pportunity Grant Program (BEOG).promotes\ amount of assistance in the-future.

O
test .

both student access and choice ;among institutions. The College
Work-§tudy program (CWS), on the other hand, provides employ-
ment,funds for lowerincome students in order to help -then meet

.
the ey.p-pct d.student contribution of approximately-one-fourth

7 : ,

( 4*-..'

of college cpsts. V
mil

t,

IL lire:Committee strongly urged the Board ,to _seek the,c0operation
-of the General Assembly and Governor in supporting'the.expan-
sion of these two programs. The above recommendation,:was
endorseckbythe,CoMhi,tteebecause it was convinced that the
federal_ government -should assuqe,the major" resoonsibility for
,providing,filnds to needy stuctents for'thesayment of college
cdsts. Although the Committee belibv,edthat the State!'s-
practice of awarding tuition and fsOopaivers to needy ptude4t
-should-6e cdritinuedit felt-that the immediate and long-
range return which the federal government receives on .its
investment in students needing assistance via the,income tax
stricture far exceeds,thereturn which .ths State_ could
receive. For instance, the meansincome of-a mare college
graduate excepdsthajof a high school graduate by approx-
imately,$5,3621oer year_ and,tbe federal .income tax which the,'
governmpnt recelves_from,a_College graduate exceeds that of

,a high sdhobl graduate by approximately $1,185 per year.
Throu0'theincOrrie-tax structn-re', 'th federal government
will teceive a full- return on its investrpnt it assisting
needy student'S.in,a -relatively short period of time due to _<-
he inc` ased eaviing power of:callege'gradgate: -There-

- fore-, the Committee strongly recommended exp sion'of the
basicEaugational Opportunity Grailt and- Collegg Work-Study -

prograt. --
.- ...

- . : .
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Results of both the 1Sk and ILYC surveys indicate that,the
ISSC Monetary Awil-rd Program is providing students-access to
higher education in increasing numiiers...-Although the
Committee commended the Illinois State Scholarship Commission.
for-its efforts in distributin g aid to financially needy
students, it also sought means .of maximizing the opportunities
offered by,ISSC in ordet to serve a larger number of current
and potential students. 'therefore, several recommendations
and suggestions were offered as means 'of increasing access to
highc-r education. The first recommendation of the Study Com-
mittee on tutien'andOther Student Costs was:

ou Thaelthe Illinois tate Scholarship Commission
eliminate its pract c of distributing partial
awards fb tuition a.d fees in blocks of $150,
.but rath r diStribut.e partial awards in an
amount goal to the total amount of need shown
accord '.a to the st4ndardized needs analysis
formula.

Current ISSC practice, is such that if a student does not
qualify for a award, full tuition and mandatory fees
up to a maximum of $1,350, his or he award is rounded down
to the, nearest ralitiple of S150. For instance, if a student
is eligible for $448, he or-she would receive an award of
$300. If a stated purposeof the ISSC is to "equalize ed-
ucatiOnal opportunity by removing financial barrierS to
college?" the Committed strongly felt that a student meet-
Bing the minimum requirements of ISSC should, be able to
'receive a. partial award equaling the total-amount of need
calculated using the needs'' analysis formula. .

.

The Committee was also concerned that an increasing number
QfsiSSC Monetary Award winners are not accepting their awards.
Fot example. during 1973-74, ,90,24 awards were-announced, but
orily°72,246 awards, or 807percent, were claime&by,enrolled

, students. 4nnual surveyscould provide Information on the
adequacy of studen.t assistance programs,in.prdv,iding'acCess

. ,,
to-highci educatdon, as-well as imformation"94 whY appro4r
imatelY 20 percent of the monetary' award Winnets.are not
accepting. their awards..' Therefore, the Audy. Committee on

r,

Tuition and Other Student Costt.:recerratended:. ''',1p
1 ...

,,,

%

"That the 'Illinois State 5cholarshAp.00 i;bion con-
hat a yearly' survey of nonaccepteirs o`f, offetary
-awardsr-in an effort to evaluate_the 2rograjvand its
success, in the fulfillment of stated objecelves.6\

.

School year arnings, as evidenced in the ISSC.Study, are
becoffitng an ncreasingly important source:of4 funds. for 'needy
students -'fn t yment of college ca is Their importance ".
Can pdtially-be attributed ,to the need to offet.the decline

N
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in parental assistance. Although the student employment -

. -

officers in public universities have proposed increasing on-
campus eLlployment funds by approximately $6.0 million, the
proposal presented little justification for this request.
The program, as outlined, was geared toward middle and upper
income students who do not receive other financial' assistance.
Concern was expressed as to whether students who exhibit
financial need would be served under ,such a program and
whether the proposed program would duplicate,present student
employment programs.

Efforts,are presently underway in Congress, to increase College
,Work-Scudy funding substantially and tp make provisions for
the use of _State Student incentive Grant fuhds-for matching
state efforts in developing student work Programs, It would
be unwiL-e practice to further increase student employment
funding from state sources when the likelihood exists that
federal funds for student employment will be increased.
Therefore, the Study Comft:ittee on-Tuition and Other Student-
Costs recommended:

"That student employment programs be considered as
an important source of funds'forlstudents in meeting.
college costs and.their continuation should be
bncouraded. .Howeve.r., any expansion of student
employment programs requiring additional funding
should, be incorporated-and justified in an n-

,
,stitutionis. annual budget sul5mission."

1

Llthough the ISSC:nd IEFC surveys.'Werc helpful in determining-,
how students meet college cost's, the Committee was concerned
about the lack of in.foi=nmatlon available. from individual
fihancia aid'offices borwerning the number of students re-
questing and receiving ids,and the economic profile of
students being served. The .Committee realized that in order
to rectify this situation the coopoFation of the Board of
Higher 'Education and individual institutions and their

' governing boards must be 'solicited;; Therefore, the Committee
44't among its highest g.orities the following recommandation:

"That the: Illinoi6L444titutions of-higher education,
their g&/erning biiards, and the Board of Higher
Educatioh, give higher funding,priority to the
operation of student financial aid;, counseling and
employment OfficS in an effort to increase their
services.tb students in- need of financial assist-
ance, to increase their share'of federal and estate
student afd 'resources-presently availatlel;and to
-honor their commitment to accesso_higher ed-.

,

ucat?.9n.. k

- +0 this end; the BOard of Higher Education should,
, 1
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recommend a one time $25,000 allocation for the
implementation at'411 public universities of-the
computer - assisted financial aid management
system developed -af-Illinois Stdte University."

The benefits of such a system are numerous. Foremost, more
students could be. served if financial aid offices used
computer-asiisted financfal aid management systems. Presently,
the application which-students are required to submit is pro-
cessed mvanually as Z6 the task of packaging of financial aid,
Under a computer-assisted system, 'these tasks could be handled .

by the computer, thus freeing staff time for meeting with
individual students and helping them solve any problems they
are havingin seeking assistance-.: As probleMs are solved,
more and more students could be served by the financial' aid
office. By freeing staff from the manual activities which
they are presently required to perform, the important role
of counseling could be performed more adequately; ,The. Com-
mittee recognized the large need for financial aid counseling
of individual students with special problems and those seek-
ing placement in on-campus and off-campus jobs.

Another benefit of a computer-assisted financial aid-Manage-
ment system is-that through the documentation of empirical,
data, institutions should be able to receive additional
federal funds for student aid. .The application which.inr
stitutions must file for requgsting funding under,the
Supplemental EducationalOpportunity Grant, College Work-
Study, National Direct Student Loan prograTs require
verifiCation of the financial need of the studpnt body. AL--
`computer-assisted system can easily, document student need
through integrating the files of students presently receiving'
aid :' Illinois State Univeristy, tbrough'the use of their
financier] aid system, hassonsoistently been-able to increase
thpir Share pf.fedoral.funding lor,student aid programs, While..
most-othet_,institutions have shbwn"a decline_dn,the level, of
federal, funding for student 41* programs. Thenet result of
a decline in federal l'und4ntfot student aid that fewer
students 'till, be able to receive aSsistance. Anopter benefit
of the implekntation of a computer - assisted - financial did
management system would.be'that 'the Board-of Higher Ed-4
ucation would hay empiridal da"ta available in reviewing the .

need for' dditional financial aid.
. ,

The tecomMendations,contained in this document. are 'se,forth
-as a,framework in,whichAo plan fbr:the future as d9llar re*--

r,
.sources available -are { matured Against the needs of Ottidente
and inIStitutions of higher education. 'As gederal.and state
financiar-'aid program's are altered,/,Board Policy:regarding
tbition.and'financial itLirtiistbe continually reassessed to
determincs the potential impact on students Who need financIal
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assistance
in.attending.ipostscc ndary institutions. Thus,.careful planning, monitoring of program changesland theability to adapt to chunging-c editions must prevail if .thestudents of-illinOis-afeto be afforded

postsecondary ed-ucational opportunities.

re"
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APBEUDIX

Undergraduate. Instructional Cost

The exact accounting proceddres used in the' Unit Cost Study are de-
scribed in detail in the Cost Stied y Manual as publiShed by the Board
of Higher Education in October, 19.7.1._ The principal object of the
study is to produde comparable credit hour cost p by disciplinary'cat-
egeries'and levels. For purposes of the Study Committee on-Tuition
and Other Student Costs it should be sufficient to note that the,basic
allocation principle is faculty time. In a ,much simplified example,
if a professor were to spend one-third of his time teaching under-
graduate courses and two - thirds on graduate courses,hTh 'salary would
be allocated one-third to the cost of undergraduate, two-thirds to
thecost of-graduate instruction.- Starting from the cost base built
up by allocating salaries of departmental faculty, departmental,
cbllege Ana university overheads are added in proportion to the size
of each cost base element at each progressive step.

The procedure guarantees that the
and level will.reflact the direct
4nd that all curren't cgsts,'excep
be,accounted -for. The items-of

t1 Retirement ana group i surance.
-2. Student aids (aw.rUs, rants and fellowships.) .
3. 'Student loans,:, ,

'. .

4. Non-state funds._
5t State 'funds from ott r State.agencies.
6. Refund'g. :

,7. All.-Capitar xpendi ures,,including IBA renta,ls%
8-, ,payment for staff a tivities not included in basic' regular____

appointment.
NJ

elative%cest of each discipline
alary cost, ofiinstructional faculty
those specifically excluded, will

penditure excluded .1-e the following:

la6le D is reproductipn f the summary, form of the cost sudy.
To'arrive at one-third of ndergraduate instructional cost using the
data, "for example for,Chi ago State (csy) would involve the-following:

F

a. (Lower DiNision
+ (Upper` Divisi
Hourg) + (Lowe

49,444)'+ $61
(Weighted U.G
unaergraduat
Table 1-A:

The categories_ of- co
"depa4tMental.overh
heads,:"Ifbraeles"
exact .equivalents
these is-eguivale
activities," "ada
"operations and

Credit Hour Cost x. Lower Division-Credit Hours).
n Credit Hour'Cost,x/Opper Division Credit'
Division Credit ,Hours +.Upper -

d Uridergraduate Credit Hour. Cost. ($52.04 x
90,x-77008) +-149,444 x 77,9Q8) = $58.07),

. Credit. Hour Cost x 30 Credit'Hours) t 3 = 1/3
inAtruetional cost or using the numbers from
$.1$7 x 30) t'3-= $580.70.)

,

't "airegt instruction," "indirect instruction,"
"eol/ege," "campus,,." and "university" over-

nd !Operational;ana maintenance,plant" have ho,
n tie RAMP:Zystem'now in 'use. However, the tum of
.laitfrin-fesS than 1%, to the sum of "inStruaional

emic Suppb41" "institutional S rtk(ana
intenance.":': . .

t t-*

S ^ * .

.
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APPENDIX IP ,

Comparison of
Tuition and Financial :Aid Policies

in, Major IndustriallZed aid Surrounding States

At the request of the ,Chairman and various Comlittee members, a sur-

yey Was conducted to determine how the state of"Illinois cortiPares to

other major industrialized and surrounding states in regard to tuition

and financial aid policies: In particular, problems encountered in

implementing a tri-levol tuition policy in the States of New York,

Wisconsin, and Michigan are highlighted. The results of this-survey

are as follows:

NEW YORK

Tuition ,Policy: The Bord..of Trustees of the state University of New

York adopted a tri-leVel tujtion policy whereby students ,at the lower,

division -(fresfiman-s6L5homore), upper division (junior-seniofl, and

graduate (Grad I) levels would pay approximately ,50.-percent of the

instructional and Library costs._; A: fourth _level of tuition was also-

adopted for Grad II and professional leVel students which-reflects the.

.hig )ier cost of these prograw.bpt is not in d'irpct proportion to any

percentage cq'instructioiial_and library costs.. Tuition_rates currently

ifi existence are as follows:
O

Lower division. $

Upper divisio '$ 80D

Graduate ' $1,200
. ,Professional ,$1,600'

.

.

_

In adopting a tri-level tuition policy, the-SUNY Board of Trustees

+set-forth-a-series of ,principles stating that the nations' commitment

'to universal free education is expanding from, 12 to 14 years 'of formal'

learning.and-the more advanCedthe level of education-the greater ,should

bethe student share Of the tost.. Tbese'Principles serVod'as the-undep-,.:

,lying ".rationale for" the adoption of a,tri-level.tuitiOndaolicyv'hoWeveV.

closer-inspection reveals to14 major impetus for the substa#tial tuition

increase and change in'policy,was.the uttent'need for-additioilal,
. .

revenue:, - b
. ...

, ,.,;

. , .
.

.., ,; -,* . .
.

,

S)N.Y officials reported many'problemS in the transition' to a 'tri-level_
.

``?tilition'policy. The,tajor problem appears to be in-the updating of

'student records,to 'reflect their -level of instruction and appropriate,

_tuition charges., In.order toaCcomodate part-time studentcand those

'enrolled in: seminars during .the Summer session, it was necessary' .to'

- ctiargestudents based on the course level since registration would be

.

i_difficult verification was re4uired.a.the.class -standing of each

part-time .sudent: frOhlems were also -eneo4htered-in the distribution,

-,of fihancial,aid due'to the coordination needed betweeri the finanibal ,
'

.
,

*



aid office and registrar in determining the student's level for ,

computation of financial need based bn the appropriate student budget.

Student Aid: The State of New York offers twg major financial aid
programs,.the Regents Scholarships' and the Tuition Assistance Program.
Regents Scholarships are available-to-only 'full -time undergraduates
who.exhibiE academic potential /ability and need and enroll in public,
priVate or for-profit schools. The awards are limited to the pay-
ment of tuition, and fees except in the case of freshmen award winners
who are givem'a flat grant of $250 without regard to tuition and fee
charges. The Tuition Assistance Program is open to both full-time
undergraduate and graduate students who demonstrate financial need.

, The awards are limited to tuitibn only up to a maximum --of $1,500 for
freshmen and $600for upper classmen. The awards may be used at a
public, private,, or for-profit school. The State of New York'provides
one-third of all state needs baSed awards and approximately one-fourth,
of all dollars for state needs based award -s. The awards are dis-
tributed as follows:

, # of -Average
Winners '$ At7ard

:'

Regents Scholarships
Tuitions Assistance, Program,
TOTAL .

59,000
210,000

-$ 23,750,0W'
$ 0,700,000

$403
-$403

269,000 $108,459,000

WISCONSIN

-TU.iirtiOn Po/icy: The Board of Regents of the UniVer'Srty, of Wisconsin
adopted a'tfi-leyel tuition policy two years ago whereby students.at

, the lower division and, upper` division IevelS wbuld pay 25, percent of
lower division and upper division instructional.cbsts respectively and
-graduate students would pay 2Q percent of Grad I ipstructionaiocosts.
.A:fourth'levei of tuition applies for medical studetts whereby the= ''

chargeds calculated at lg0 percent of the graduate fee Charged. ,The
tuition charges cdrrntly in effpct'at the' University of Wisconsin--
Madison 'are as follows: ,

.
Loiver division $- 485
Upper division , $, 540.
braduate .

$ 635-
_

Medical- ':$1,213

The tri-level.tuition_Policy wag,mandatedib5Athe Governor and Legislature
without the approval of Ie. Board ,of Regents. ,University' of Wisconsin
officials are dissatisPde with the tri-leyel,tuition policy and have'
reCoMmended to the Board of Regents that the `system return to a bi-
leVei (undergraduate-gradOte) tuition policy.' Reasons for,diss/it-,-
isfaction include prOleMs,related to the updating of-student records,'

'

G

9.
6Cr .
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revenue generated by a differential undcrilkaduate fee, is-riot'very
substantial;- and current student financial aid policies provide a
'majority of the awards to lower divisor students dui'ing a period:
when tuition at the upper division level, has increased substantially
and incipased,aid is not available to upper diVison students.

.The recommendation to return'to a bi-ltvel, tuition policy would preiVide
for undergraduate tuition chatges based on 5 percent of the combined
undergraduato instructional cost and gi'aduate tuition.charges based
on 12,0 percent of the undergraduate, Fee..

Student Ai-d: The State, of Wisconsin ,offers five 'major financial aid

programs; the Tuition Grant Program,. Talent,In:entive Program, Aonor
Scholarships, Higher Education Grants, and the Indian Student Assis-
tance Program. The Tuition-.Giant Prpgram is open to-full-time. under-
praduates at private, institutioris, who eXhibit financial need. Awards
are%limited to the payment of tuition and,fees up to a maximum of

, $1,000. The Talcht incentive Program is open to full and .part -tine

undergraduates at public.and' private institutions, who exhibit financi&l.
-need. The awards cover the payment-of total student 'Cost to a
maximum-of,$1,000. ,i1Onor ScholarE:hitis,are available to full -time

undergraduatcs,at pub:ic'four-Year-aa private institutions, who
eY'libit academic potential/ability and finandial need. The awards

,
cover the payment,of itotaltudent cost up to a maximum of $890.
figher Edudation .ftans are available to- full and part- -time under-

gradwies at public two 'and fo4F-years schools, who exhibit financial
/ _need. ,TA-awards cover the payment cftotal student tost'14p, to-a .

iv< maximum of $1;500. The'Indian c' dent Assistance Program is open eo
American Ihdians enrolled -ull or part-tiate in undergraduate' or, grad-
uate programs at public or private institutions, who exhibit financial

need. The awards cover the payment of total student 'cost up to a."

maximum of-$1,500. Although the State of Wisconsin offers a nuMber. *

of different typesof awarq§, the total number-represents less than , g

3 percent of. all state needs based awards. The awards are distributed
-

of
Winners $,,

a

Average
... Award

Tuition drants 7,200 `$ 5,900400 $819

Talent Incentive Giants 1,865 '.1,492,t00 000
,Honor Scholarships , 870 *$ , 559,000 $643'

Higher Education Grants 12,000 $.4,767,400 $397

Indian Student Assistance 1,200 $ .9,50,000 $792

TOTAL 23,135 $13,668,800

a

7
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MICHIGAN

. xuition Policy: The Univeksity of Michigan has o formalized tuition
policy. Factors; which prompt, a tuition increase include insufficient
state funding, comparision with peer institutions, and the need to
maintain program quality. The nio-st recent tuition increase resulted
in tri-levp1 tuition charges tcf-'more closely relate educational and
'general costs to tuition. The University of Michigan also charges,
eifferential tuition charges among four
of medicjnc, dentistry) public hpaith,
rently in', existence are as follows:

profess nal level. programs
and law. ;Tuition rates cur-

, Lower ,division -$ 800
Upper 4ivision $ 904
Graduate $1,096
Medicine $1 , 6 0 0
Dentistry $1,'600
Public Health $1,560
Lat./ $1,42401.

University of Michigan officials report no major problem relatee, to
the implementatibn of -a tri-level tuition plhlicy.

Student Aid: The State of Michigan cffers.two major financial aid
programs: 'Cottapetiti4e Scholarships 'and the Tuition ,Grant, Program.
Comrletitive- Sch-olarchios are available to- full-.Lime Undergraduate,
students at public -ot private institutions., who exhibit academic
potential/ability and -financial need,. Awards are limited to, the pay-
Nent,of tuition and feps',up, to a maximum of $1,200.. The Tuition
Grant Prcigram is open to full-time-Undergraduate and graduate, students'
at privatestitutions, who" exhibit financial need. Awards are limited
to"the payment of tuition and -fees up to a maximum of $1,200. The
State of Michigan accounts for .approximately-2.8 percent of all state-
supported needs based awards. The awards aredistributed as falloyls:

,.

# of, Average,
. Winners $ " - Award

Competiti17.9Scl-tolarships 14,.869 $10,667,9284 - 'ST-717
Tuition Grants 7,-561 . $ 7,900',000 , ',$1,045
TOTAL

___.._ . 2-1;715-6 $18;567,928
111

mil'
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INDIANA
,

Tuition Policy: The'Univei:sity'ef Indiana,and other sYsteMs have no

set tuition policy. Rates,areestablished at tre direction of each
governing board:wit117;11-ttle interference from the Legislature.
Tuition rates at various Indiana institutions currently in existence.

are as follows:-

Undergradilate Graduate
722' 744
720

, 576
630 678

Stydent.Aid: The State of Indiana offers three major financial aid

programs: Scholarship Program, Tducational Grants, and Freedom of

Choice Grai44s. he Scholarship Program is open to full-time, under-
graduate students at public or private institutions, whO.ckliikit

academic potent 1/ability and..financial need. '.?lwards are limited

to.the-payment of tuition and 'fees up to a maximum of $1,400. 'Ed-

ueat Gra ,s are available for ftill-time undergraduates et public

iiyate- istitutions, who exhibit financial n4ed. Awards are-limited

o ent of tuition and fees up to a maximum of $1,400. Freedom

of ehlee Grant, are available for full-time und4graduates at private
institutions, who exhibit financial need. The awards are limited

t-o the, payment of tuition and fees up-tO full cost if need is shown-
The_Stae of Indiana accounts foi approximately 1.9 Percent o," alb.
state-supported needs based awards. The awards are distributed as'

followp: *

University of Indiana,
Indiana State UbiverSity
Ball State University

# '9.17
Average

Winners $ Award .-

State ,Scholarships 11,500' $ 9,000,000 $783

Educational Grants 1,982 $'1,300,000 $656

Freedom of Ch9iceGrants -1,796' $ 1,500,000 $835

TOTAL ,' 15,2'76' $11,allo,000

MISSOURI

. . .

Tuition Policy: ,The Boar of Curators of the University of Missouri

has no set tuition policv'per se. Discussion with.University officials
indicates that tuition charges are set at what officials believe the

,'traffic will bear without a resulting decline -in enrollment. Tuition.
.

`charges in the professional programs of medicine, dentistry, veterinary
medicine, and pharmacy-are set at a level of -$150 above 'the under-

.

graduate-graduate fee. Tuition rates 'at the University of Missouii

are 'as follows: lif-'

94

69

$

a
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Undroraduate-Gtaduate _$540
Medicine, Dentistry, Veterinary
Medicine, andne, and P ,$690

.

Studen,t. Aid: The State of MissOuri participates one- majorfinancial
aid program,, Student Grants. Student Grants are avall'able to fall --
time undergraduate students in.public or priyate institutions, who
exhibit financial need. Awards may cover total-student osts up to

' a maximum of.$1,000 ter one-half 'ototal need-shpwn. .T State of"J
Missouri accounts for less"than 1 percent of allOatesUpported
needs based awards. 'The-awards arc' distributed fo owt:- .

.--------
.

4 of

,

P , Average
'Winners $' "Award

$tudant Grants . 7,651 $3,874,7B6 '$506

IOWA-

Tuition Policy: The.BOard'of Regents of the University of Iowa, Iowa
State University, and" the University of Northern Iow in reviewing

-/ and'preparing-tuition propobals for the- 1975 -77 bi nium adopted certain
policy guidelines to be followed in arriving at e recommendations.

,

The guidelines stated that the rates-were o br as low as possible to'
,maintain-accessibility, the rates were increased once'during the
biennium and were to ,take into considprat n inflation, competition ,'

' in the eleven-state are, indices of trowth in cat of instruction,
`gross national product, personal,incom etc. The Board of_ Regents
-has recomMended a IO-percent increase in tuition beginning in Fall,
1975 for the University- of Iowa,and Iowa State University. This'4n7.
creaselftwill.,result-ia undergradUate students 'paying approximately 30

-perceht of 4ristruction4 cost.' The rate for the U'nivers'ity of Ncarthern
Iowa is recommended to 'be increaged .by only 5 percent 'because of the
,school:,s different mission,dts enrollffient problems of the last two
years', rates j.n.compara4kle institutions_, .and-program variety, ailable .

Differential'undergraduate-and gi-aduate'tuitiorrcharges have en in
effect for some tithe in IoWa.insk,itutions. .TUition increase for
gkaduetd students of thehsame.thagnitude as ,or undergradua Studer:1A, -

10 and 5 percent respedtiirelr, halie:.alqo been recommended n order 'to .

maintain an,approximate $100 aifferential between Undergr duate and
graduate. charges. In regard to' tuition charges in -the ofessional*
.level programs of Medicine dentistry, .and veterinary' mddicin6,'t
'Board of Regents. has recommenaed,that:'students in these prograTp,'Pay
approximately 28 percent 'of instructional. costs. In., reviewin 'the

tent consideration in the setting of' tuition charges 1.§.c iparison/,recommendations of the Board of Reg-en -5s, "it appears' that: tl most impor-:

'. with-ili;ttit6tions in 'the eleven -state area rather than ,a policy where- -
kystudents pa'y.e filed percentage of instructional costs'. The re- ,"

.
conrended.tuition charges for the 1975'77 biennium are 'as follows:

r
-



Undergraduate
Graduate
Medicine
Dentistry
Veterinary Medicine

4),

University of Iowa
and Univerity of-

Iowa State University 'Northern Iowa
$ 680
$' 780 $660 _-

$1,300
$1,330
$ ,860

00' .

°
, '. '-

,
Student Aid: The State of Iowa offers- three major tin4eial.aid pro-.

gram-s;:- A Scholarship.PrograM, Tuition Grant_grogtam --and a Vocational-

WfL___Technical Tuition Grant Pr'ogram. The Scholarshin' ogram.is open to

full -time undergraduates cqt publicyear or Pri c.te institutiOhS,
who exhibit academic potpritla,ljatdlity and financial .needs: Awards are

limited to the-payment, of tuition and fees or $610-.- ,The Tuition

Grant, Program is open to full-time undergraduatesat'private insti-

tutions, who exhbit financial need. 'Awards are,limitqd to .the' pay-

ment of ;tuition and fees up to a maximum-of $1,000. The Vocational-
Technical Tuition Grant Program is open to full-time undergraduates"

in public -institutions, wfio exh'ihit financial need:. Awards are limited

to a maximum of $400. The State of Iowa Accounts fOr lass" than 1

percent of all state supporbod, 'needs based awards.- The awards are
-.,

.ditributed as follows:

Scholarships
Tuition Grants
Vo7-Tech-Tuition Grant
TOTAL,

# of
Winners 4 Award

.,

,

r959
6 6D0

4 Average

,7

0

.9.
.1.

.
%...

* .0
e' ,

50 CALIFORNIA

. .

'..-Tu.ion Pblley: Ilgeopoard of Regents of i UpiyersitY PE California

-
.does not --*Ea rge tuition to resident stud ts. However, there is a
$300Uhiversity Registration Fee and $3 0 Educational Fee-per year for
undergraduates which is used to support university operations. At the'

graddate level, students pay the same University Registration Fee, but

pay an Education Fee of $360 -per 'year. Sinde both tuition, charges

in other states and' the fees whiph the Board of Regents of the University,

tof CaliTornia levy om students aide used to support university operations, .,

both charges appear to 'be comparable. University bf California 0..,,

dfficials report that fees are increased from time to ,time due to

inflation, .thd need to maintain- program qualityIlul to 'compare with

other inst'itutipns of similar 'size and programmatic scope: Fees

currently in effect-for undergraduate and graduate.Students at the
areUniversity pf California caMpuses are as follows: ,

,

$ 532,591 -1$85
.$6,000,000. $909 ,

'4°'(14
$?00

o

Undergraduate- $600.'

. Graduate - $660.

70,

.

Student Aid: The 'State of Califorel'a offal's three major financial

( aid program?;: ,Statb SchorarShlps, College Opportunity Grants-, and

, Occupation-al Training Grants. State Schdlarships'are available to

`fun-time undergraduate stuip

/a

tFilblic-and private institutions, whoOV
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exhibit academic potential /ability and financial need.' Awards are-

limited to the payment of tuition and feesaTr-to:a maximum of $600
! at the University Of California campuses, $180 at the State Univei4ity

system campuses, and $2,500 at private institutions. College Oppor-

tunitf are available to full-time undergraduates at public' and'

private institutions, whoexhibit academic potential/ability and

financial' need. Awards are limited to tha'payment of ,tuition and

fees plus an additional $00 for other rel-tod expenses_ with specific

maximums of $3,400 for private insticutiipns, .$1,574 at the University

of California campuses, $1,080 at the State University system campuses,

and $900 at community colleges. Occupational Traininq Grants are avail-

able -to full timIwunde rgraduates ill: public, private and far-profit
institutions, who exhibit acaclemic,potential/ability and financial

need and are enrolled in occupational progrLm's. Awards arc limited

to $2000 for tuition and $500 for books. The StIte,of.California
accounts for approximately 6 percent of all states-supported, needS
based awards.;. The awards areistributed as follows:

State, Scholarship
College Opportunity Grants
Occupational Training.Grants
TOTAL .

# of
Winn'ers,
40,145
6,676

499
47,320

Average
Award

$33,013,073 822
$ 7,81,701 $1,091
$ 762,390 , $1,528
$41,057,

RENNSYLVANIA

Tuition. Policy: The State Board of -Education of' Penntylvania has .
,

recommended that tuition's in state-owned institutions shbuld be in:- ,

creased to $800 and tuitions at Commonwealth .universities shOuld. be

'increased to $1,000 per year.: In order to achieve these levels, it'

. was recommended that tuitions should be increased of an annual, basis, by -.

amounts relatiVe to th' increase in the national level of per capite
disposable incdme. Unfortunately, little additional information wi .

made available concerning eennsylVania tuition policies .-

Student Aid: The State of Pennsylvania offers:one major finandial aid

' program, the State Scbo146ip.Program:' State Scholarships are
available to full-time .undergraduates at pdblic, private, and for -

profit institution who exhibit financial need. .Awards are limited

to thefpayment-of tuition ana fees up to\a maximum which is restricted

to a percentage of calculated need as determined by the State Scholar-

ship Commission. The State of Pennsylvania accounts for approximately
13,5 percent of all state - supported needs based awards. State scholar-

ships are distributed as follows:
-, * ; ... .N.

# of
t Winners

State Scholarships 107,871-

97

72

Aveiage
.$ .

Award
3,191,262 679, .16

.%."%:,..
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ILL1OI$ .

. ,

Student Aid: In o der to compare the Mi./lois State,Scho4rship
Co mission's Mon t ry Aw- d Program to programs in other states,. -
the following information regarding Illinois- is offered:

of 'Averag
nners

e
. .

.$ Award
Monetary Award . 0,000: $63,220,000 $702

The State of Illinois icc lints for approximately/11.3 percent
of all state-supported needs based awards. The States of New
York, Pennsylvania, andsZllinois, alone, account for over 50
percent of all state-supported needs based awards.,

.111

a

St

48
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a



.

..- - APPENDIX D ..-

.
. .

.

-t, -

*ON-RE'f.';IDENT. TUITIO11 POLICitS....:.

, IM7
MAJOR INDUSTRIALIZED vp TRROMMING STATES

. 'NEW YORK

-

i

Tuition Policy: Tuition rates fornon7;rctidents are estab-,
.1,islted by the Board of Trustees of the State University q-e---------r
Vow York; 110 set policy exists by which non-resident
dharges are calculated; however, tuition rates are somewhat
higher for non- residents-than resident- students. Tuition-
rates currently in existence fjor.non-resident undergraduate.
students.Are as. follows:

Lower ,Division: $1,175
Upper Diviuion: $1,400 / ,

.

WI,SCO:7SIN
. ,

r(rruition Policy: The Eoard of Regents of the Univprsit.y of
WiscOnsin auopted.a detailed non.,.residentt,tuition policy

atwhereby students t thp lower division eha upper
levels would pay" 100 of the lover divisio: and upper
division instructional costs ros1)6ctivelv and grad ate

istudetts would pay 70 percent of the cbrbined Grad /Grad II
rinstructipgal cost. Eon-resi A tuition charges ct rently
in effect a the University Wisconsin-Madisorlere s

follows; 4--

-

Lower Division/ $1,818
Upper Division: $1,918
Graduate: $2,348

MICHWAN'

Tuition Nancy: Tile UniveritY of Michigan has no formalized
tuition policy, however, nor*- resident tuition charges approx-
imate 75 percent f instructional cost. Tuition rates
curkently in terce for non-Tesident stUdents are as
follows:

Division: 2,600
rDivisiont "$2,800

raduate: $2,840
Medicine: r $3,200
Dentistry; $3,200
Public Health: f &3,16o
Law.:. 42,880 3.

.

99

74
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INDIANA
- .-

...... ,
-..-

Tuition Policy: The 'University Of-Indiana and governing-------
r

boards of other systems have no set tuition policy regarding

non-rer:idont situdents. Rates are establiShed at the dir-
ection of eac4 governing board at a level approxi tely
twice the chatge foT resieent students-. Tuition tcs for
non-residet ,indergraduate students at various liana
institutions (currently in existence are as follows:

/

University of InCiana $1,560
Purdue University $.1,600

Ball State Urivcrsity $1,260

MISSOURI

Tuitio14 Policy: The Beard of Curators at the University of-

Missouri has no set tuition policy for'non-resident studen s,
however, tuition charges .ap,prbximate full instructional co t.
The tuition rate for non-resident underg uat6 Students.

the University of Ylissouri,is'as follow

Undergraduate feel . $1,540

IOWA
(.)

Tuition Policy.: The Board of Regents of the University
Iowa,.:-.057a State University and the'Universityof Nprthern
Iowa have recemended thit?non-resident undergraduate- tuition
be increasee.? percent foethe Pall', 1975. It is rec-

°mended that,nen-resident'graduate tuitions be increased by
65 percent at the University of Iowa, 4.3 percent at Iowa
State UnilTrsity, an&no increase at the' University of

Northerp.Iowa. it appears the most-important consideration
in establishing tuition rates within the Iowa system is the
-comparison with similar institutions in :an eleven state area
The reioommended tuition rates for non-resident .students in
the Iowa System are as follows:

o.

Undergraduate traduate

Universityof Iow.
. $1,550

Iowa State University S1,530
University rof N n Iowa $1,200,

r

100

$1,650
$1,650,.
$1,380
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CALIFORNIA

I

Tuition Policy: Tile rules and eguiations governing the
Board_ of Rc,gents of the Und_versi ,of California state that _

the, amount Q$' the non-resident' tui on fce shall he fixed by
'the Presidntvitli Ole concurrence o- the'Board of Regents.
Non-resident students currently ay approximately 3 times

- the anount that resident s pay. Hon-resident tuition
rates currently inidifect at University of California
are as follows:

Under(jraduate $2,106
Graduate $2,160

-Law: $3,210

O.
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